California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 
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operation has a significant loss from Casing 36 acres ol prirra farm ground as well as She dairy operation. A rough 
estimate on the toss of gross revenue from the dairy Facility alcne is approximately $4,500 per cow annually, or 
$810,000 annuaffly for the minimum 300 fl. cross section. 
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2, Potential Devaluation of the Property 


July 27,2011 

Initial Comments identifying IIie PotemiaEJ mirecis oF the High Speed Rail Krojeci to Wreden Ranch 


The ownerfoperator purchased the facility for several different reasons. One d 1 thB key reasons is that this facility 
was contiguous and operates very efficiently hem the Faming Operations to the Dairy Operations. 6y splitting the 
property in half, the value of the eve;all facility is greatly reduced. 


4Greeks, Inc- has reviewed the potential impacts of Ehe proposed High Speed Rail (HSR) to Wreden Ranch 
(Wreden) based on She draft aiignmenJ of the new rail, Additional information concerning Ihe design and 
specifications of the rail, including the proposed cross section al the location of Wreden are requested to provide 
mare specific comments, However, Ihe overall potential impacts to Wreden by constructing the HSR are 
summarized into the three (3) following categories: 


In addition, the existing residence within 100 feel of the HSR wilt be impacied by noise and patenbaliy vibratfons 
from Ehe HSR. This wilE devalue the house 

By having (he HSR so dose (he freestell hams will create noises and vibralfons in the freestall barns as wst3 as the 
milk ham. This will have a direct effect fin Ihe amount of milk a raw produces, Ihus reducing Ihs value of Ihe dairy. 


1. Polenlial Impacts to the Facility Permit(s) 

2 . Potential Devaluation of Property 

3. Potential Physical impacts and constrainls Eo Ehe easting operations 

BOOOl-1 


Finally, Ehe HSR will bring suburbia to proximity of Ihe facility far passible added scruliny on the fadfsty and political 
headaches. 

Overall, it is estimated thal die value of the facifity will have a minimum 20% decrease tn value. 


1, Potential impacts to the Faciriiy Permits) 


3. Potential! Physical Impacts and constraints to the existing operation 


For Wreden Id operate, three {3} permits are required. A conditional use permit is required by Kings County 
(County Permit), a Permil to Operate is required by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Ccntrot Dstrict (Air Permit), 
and Waste Discharge Requirements are provided by Ihe Regions* Water Quality Controf Board (Water Permit). 
Each of (bese permits has different conditions of approval and the potential impacts of the HSR to these permils are 
summarized as follows: 

■ The County Permil and Water Permil identify the allowable number qF animals at (he facility based upon the 
amount of cropland associated wilh the dairy and Ihe waste produced. Each acre of farm able land allows a 
certain number of animals to be housed at the facility. Reducing the number of acres of farmable land 
decreases the number of animals allowed, thus decreasing the overall revenue and efficiencies of the 
facility. The prime farm ground loss in just the one hundred (100) foot take for the HSR equates to 
approxirnateEy 1 2 acres. 

* In addition lo Ihe 12 acres for the HSR, additional setbacks (d the prime farm ground are required to 
manage and operate the farming effectively. For instance, pest and weed applicators, specifically aerial 
applicators wfll stay a minimum of 100 feet to potentially 500 Feet away from Ehe HSR to avoid drifting from 
belli the applicator and the HSR. Crop Applicators are not interested in spraying close Id the HSR. This 
wjII ha an additional tees in farm ground area, if pests and weeds cannot be controlled in a portion of Ihe 
field, ills not feasible lo farm the area as el will spread inEo the rest of the field. 

* Any land that is no longer being farmed, will need to be maintained to prervenl weed growth and dust 
ocnlrd per the Air Permit. 

Al a minimum, there will be a lass of approximately 36 acres. Each farmgbie aero aSlows the farmer to have roughly 
an additional 5 miSking cows. This equals® to a minimum kiss oF 180 milk cows from the permits, The farming 

Paget of 3 


BOOOl-3 


BOOOl-4 


BOOOl-5 


3.1. Rail Crossings 

This impact is dependent on Ihe final design of the HSR and any potential easements/crossings il might allow, 
Currently the operator has no resided access between Lhe fields or on the public maintained road, Lansing 
Avenue. The proposed HSR at ground levet will separate the fields and shut down (he Lansing Avenue to Ehe West 
of the facility, cutting off eny access (d Ihe remaining Wreden Farm area. To access the western edge of the 
farmland, an additional 3 miles of Iravet will be required each lime access is required to Ihe western farm area This 
will impact man hours, equipment hours, and fuel cost. Because the crops grown are double cropped each year, 
hundreds of trips may be requ*ed each year The cost and impact of this will be significant. 

3.2. Aerial Spray Application 

The operator will have a difficult lime finding an applicator willing to crop dust fields within ihe potential of a vortex 
created from a high-speed Cram in the proximity. Aerial applicators are sensitive hem wind changes from 6 mph to 
10 mph and will need to address the increased liability from thB proposed rail. If the owner is unable lo control pest 
and weeds, it will affect Ets adjaoent crops and Ihus would be better off disking property and not farming. If farming 
continues, most likefy the crop will have a loss of yields, (hue reducing Ihe revenue and creating issues with the 
Waiter Permil. 

13 irrigation System 

The supply water for die irrigation system is located in Ihe lagoon next lo lhe dairy. Fresh wafer and manure water 
are mixed and then sent throughout Ehe famn. Tho HSR will cross lhe irrigation system in several locations and 
Merten w,1l neBd a minimum of a 36" steel casng at each crossing for each pipeline. A culvert system will need to 
be designed tor Ihe open canal system as well. The easernonts for Ihese pipelines should not restrict Wreden from 
operating or maintaining the pipelines. 
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3 4 Stray Voltage Concerns 

Based upon the power source of [he HSR, W;e-den has a potential impact from stray voltage lha' connects to [he 
beastall hams or milk bams which are steer building and excellent conduits for electricity, IF stray voltage contacts 
Hie feeding areas, il can create slight shock in the cows and cause Issues when they are Feeding. If stray voltage 
contacts Hie milk ban, rl couW cause (he pulsators to prematurely release from the cow, resulting in a loss of rralk 
product ion. 

3.5 Nose and Vibration Impacts 

Nsse impacts to the facility have a potential to affect cow health and milk production. The constant nose of a 
passing by train echoing in the treeslaSI bams may generate a tO% decrease in miik production. In addition, Ihe 
nearby residence will have significant noise and vibration impacts from the train and may require the house be 
relocated. Lastly, there are several existing walls adjacent to and nearby the HSR, The wells are tapped into a 
sand stratum deep in the soil for (he wafer, but with Ihe vibrations of the HSR, the stratums may collapse and cause 
the wells to Tail, it would be a minimum of 5500,000 to replace each weB, as the water table for potable water is 
below 1,200 feet. 

3.6 Cable Crossing 

Wreden has the ability to use a portion Df the farmland for pasture land and gracing land for (he dry cows and 
heifers at the Facility. The HSR will cut the pasture land areas off and away from the dairy Facility, taking away any 
access from Ihe pasture areas. This will impact IFw cos! of feed and animal health. 


Respectfully, 



Craig Hartman, PE 
Civil Engineer 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Response to Submission BOOOl (Craig Hartman, 4Creeks, October 18, 2012) 


BOOOl-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-AG-06, FB- 
Response-SO-OI, FB-Response-AG-05. 

See Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO#15 and Volume II, Technical Appendix 3.14-B, 
for impacts on confined animal agriculture. The Authority has committed to maintain a 
“permit bureau” to help businesses (including confined animal operations) overcome the 
regulatory disruptions caused by the project. 

The Authority has committed to compensating landowners at a fair market value for any 
permanent takings of their land as well as for any temporary or permanent losses of 
income they may experience. 

BOOOl-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-AG-06, FB- 
Response-GENERAL-03, FB-Response-N&V-OI, FB-Response-SO-OI, FB-Response- 
SO-02. 

BOOOl-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-TR-02. 

While the project will result in increased travel time for Wreden Farm, access will 
remain. During the right-of-way process a private overcrossing or undercrossing may be 
provided, as described in FB-Response-AG-02. Please see Section 3.12.11, Mitigation 
Measures, Mitigation Measure SO-4 (Provide access modifications to affected 
farmlands) for more information on possible overcrossings or undercrossings. 

BOOOl-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-05. 

BOOOl-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI, FB-Response-AG-04. 


BOOOl-6 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06. 

People and businesses in California use electric power and radio frequency (RF) 
communications for many purposes and services, in homes and businesses, farms and 
factories. The intensive use of electric power and RF communications in California and 
all developed countries has ensured that the potential health effects of electromagnetic 
fields and resulting currents and voltages on people and animals have been thoroughly 
studied. As a result, the levels at which electromagnetic fields (EMF) and RF fields can 
cause health or behavior effects are well established. Broadly used international 
standards were created based on intensive investigation, to ensure that: 

* EMF and RF fields and resulting stray currents and voltages are measured and 
controlled. 

* Fields do not disturb or injure people or animals. 

In regard to dairy production, McGill University conducted a study with cows in pens 
exposed to controlled EMF levels of 330 mG and 10 kV/m, the projected magnetic and 
electric fields that occur at ground level under a 735-kV line at full load.The researchers 
measured the following: melatonin levels, prolactin levels, milk production, milk fat 
content, dry-matter intake by cows, and reproductive outcomes. While a few statistically 
significant changes in these factors were found, none of the changes was outside the 
normal range for cows (McGill University 2008). The study concluded that the EMF 
exposure did not harm the cows or reduce milk productivity. Various studies cited by 
other researchers regarding EMF and wildlife suggest a range of effects similar for 
livestock, from non-existent to relatively small to positive. One study suggests a 
beneficial application for ELF-EMF in broiler chickens to fight a common parasitic 
infection called Coccidiosis (Golder Associates 2009). 

Since 735-kV utility power transmission lines run up and down the state, cattle and 
people near those lines are exposed to these levels on a continuing basis. Consistent 
with the McGill study, epidemiological evidence does not indicate that cattle or people 
near existing 735-kV utility power transmission lines are generally or broadly affected by 
the fields. 
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BOOOl-6 

HST traction power 60 Hz current will flow in the overhead contact system (OCS) and 
running rails to provide power to trains. The traction power system is called a 2x25 kV 
system because it uses 25 kV voltage for the trains and uses two nearby cables with 
opposite phase of the 25 kV to distribute the power down the tracks. Currents in this 
HST 2x25 kV system create EMFs and static electric fields near the tracks. However, 
the HST levels will be lower than the fields typical of a 735-kV utility power transmission 
line. This is because the separation between HST OCS cables is less, cable-to-cable 
voltage levels and cable current levels are less, and the HST cables are closer to the 
ground so that they are closer to the reducing effect of the fields in the ground, all 
compared to the 735-kV utility power cables. 

California HST TM 300.07, EIR/EIS Assessment of CHST Alignment EMF Footprint, 
shows that at the closest fence line to the HST tracks, the expected magnetic field is 60 
mG, less than one-fifth the level from a transmission line. Since cattle cannot be inside 
the fence line and people can only be inside the fence line at passenger stations, the 
possible HST EMF exposure is: 

* Low compared to the 735 kV utility power transmission line. 

* Therefore, below the level at which the McGill study showed no effect on cows and 
milk production. 

Similarly, the electric field from the HST 25 kV 60 Hz OCS will be low compared to the 
exposure from a 735-kV utility power transmission line. 

For these reasons, EMF effects on livestock and poultry are expected to have negligible 
intensity under NEPA, and the impact would be less than significant under CEQA. See 
Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06: Confined Animal Facilities regarding the 
impact of EMF emissions on dairies. 

BOOOl-7 


BOOOl-7 

10% decrease in milk production. 

Wells currently located adjacent to the existing BNSF Railway tracks are subject to 
vibration levels substantially higher than the vibration levels that would be generated by 
HST operations. Wells are not currently experiencing any of these problems under 
existing conditions. Therefore, they would not be expected to experience these 
problems with the addition of HST operations. 

BOOOl-8 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02. 

See Mitigation Measure SO-4 in the EIR/EIS: Provide access modification to affected 
farmlands. In cases where partial-property acquisitions result in division of agricultural 
parcels, the Authority will evaluate with property owner input the effectiveness of 
providing overcrossings or undercrossings of the HST track to allow continued use of 
agricultural lands and facilities. Farm owners would be compensated consistent with the 
Uniform Act and CRAA to provide full functionality for the remaining agricultural 
operation. Specific opportunities to restore functionality during and after construction will 
be analyzed on a case-by-case bases in the valuation process. The appraisal will 
include temporary and permanent losses of property value. 


Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-OI, FB-Response-AG-06, FB- 
Response-AG-04, FB-Response-SO-01. 

The commenter provides no basis for their assertion that train noise would result in a 
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Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Submission BO002 (Crespin Abila, Abila's Auto Sales, October 18, 2012) 
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Comment Card 
Tarjeta de Commentarios 


Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section La Scccian dc Fresno a Bakersfield del Tren de Aha Vdwidad 

Revised Drafl Environmental Impact Report/ Proyedo Reviwdode Informe de Impacts Amtwental/ 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement Dflclaracibn de Impacto Ambientai firoyeefo Suplemanlario 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Response to Submission BO002 (Crespin Abila, Abila's Auto Sales, October 18, 2012) 


BQ002-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-GENERAL-14. 
Your opposition to the project is noted. 

There are three proposed alternative alignments in the vicinity of Corcoran: the BNSF 
Alternative (west side of BNSF tracks), the Corcoran Bypass Alternative, and the 
Corcoran Elevated Alternative (east side of BNSF tracks). Each alternative would have 
its own set of different effects. 

The Authority used the information in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and input 
from agencies and the public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The decision included 
consideration of the project purpose and need and the project objectives presented in 
Chapter 1, Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives, as well as the objectives and criteria 
in the alternatives analysis and the comparative potential for environmental impacts. 



U,S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Railroad 
Administration 


Page 40-7 






California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Submission BO003 (John Maartin, American Refuse Inc., October 17, 2012) 


I Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #308 DETAIL 


Status : 

Action Pending 

Record Date : 

10/17/2012 

Response Requested : 

No 

Affiliation Type : 

Businesses and Organizations 

Interest As : 

Businesses And Organizations 

Submission Date : 

10/17/2012 

Submission Method : 

Website 

First Name : 

John 

Last Name : 

Maartin 

Professional Title : 

CEO 

Business/Organization : 

American Refuse Inc. 

Address : 


Apt./Suite No. : 


City : 

Wasco 

State : 

CA 

Zip Code : 

93280 

Telephone : 

661-331-7916 

Email : 

madog979@aol.com 

Email Subscription : 


Cell Phone : 


Add to Mailing List: 


Stakeholder 

What, 

Comments/Issues : 

Are you guys crazy or just plain 


EIR/EIS Comment: 
Official Comment Period : 


take transportation around cities and you are going rite through the 
middle of Wasco & Shatter. That is not only foolish, but the best word is 
Stupid. It is in the best interest of the people of our state of California to 
forget this whole project before it breaks us all! 

Wake up.NOW 

Yes 

Yes 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Response to Submission BO003 (J ohn Maartin, American Refuse I nc., October 17, 2012) 


BQ003-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14, FB-Response-GENERAL-11. 

As clearly illustrated on Figure 2-21 in Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the Final EIR/EIS, a 
"Wasco-Shafter Bypass" is being considered as one of the alignment alternatives. This 
alternative would avoid impacts in both Shatter and Wasco. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Submission BO004 (Shelli Andranigian, Andranigian Farming, October 18, 2012) 


October 12, 2011 


Page 2 


Thomas J* Umberg, Chairman 
California High Speed Rail Authority 
P O. Box 41218 
Sacramento, CA 95841 

Dear Chairman Umberg, 

First of all, thank you very much for the press release issued on 
October 5, 2011. We truly appreciate the additional time given to 
review the massive DEIR/DEIS document since we are still in the 
midst of reviewing it in its entirety. 

However, I am still contacting you today re: two (2) parcels of land 
owned by the Andranigian Family which are currently in the 
proposed California high-speed rail route and will be adversely 
impacted via air, land and water. The HSR route is a triple-threat to 
both our property and our health. 


The temporary construction sites proposed will disrupt the’ entire 
farming operation on both parcels impacted by the project footprint. 
They will also serve to destroy prime farmland due to hazardous 
waste issues which will also adversely impact the land and the water 
on the property. 

Air quality will also be eroded and thus harm three generations in 
our family who have sinus and allergy issues. We also have family 
members who are ultra sensitive to sound. These are extremely 
serious environmental issues and major health issues. How are you 
able to bypass such concerns and what are you doing to make sure 
this doesn't happen? I await your response to this critical question. 

The impacted parcel which is the "Home Place'" is only H mile from 
the "temporary construction site/' How long is "temporary?" Is 
"temporary" 5 (five) years or is "temporary" forever if the federal 
funds run out? I await your response to this critical question. 


BO004-1 


Our properties are along the scenic and majestic Cole Slough of the 
Kings River. Lush oak trees and foliage dot the area which is 
inhabited by various forms of wildlife. 

Parcels impacted by project footprint appear on Sheet 37 Appendix 
3,1-A and Sheet 38 Appendix 3.1-A, Our concerns are about both the 
temporary and permanent impacts to these parcels. 

The permanent impacts were first discovered in May, while the 
temporary impacts were just discovered last month while reviewing 
the DEIR/DEIS. Both of these impacts create a myriad of more 
questions; notwithstanding, why we were never told about the latter 
(temporary impacts), since they are just as detrimental if not more so 
than the permanent ones. 


The "permanent" section on the "Home Place" will be about a Vl 
mile from the family home. What happens if there is a derailment at 
the projected "high-speed" of these trains? How will you account for 
any potential harming of and/or loss of life? I await your response 
to this critical question. 

This completes my comments for the draft document concerning the 
Fresno to Bakersfield route that was removed on October 5, 2011 for 
some unknown reason. 


Sincerely, 




Shelli Andranigian 
on behalf of the Andranigian 
19500 S. Highland 
Laton, CA 93242 


Family and Andranigian Farming 
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Mailing address: 

Shelli Andranigian 

Andranigian Family/Andranigian Farming 
P.O. Box 752 
Laton, CA 93242 


Enclosure 

cc: Michael L Farley, Esq. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Response to Submission BO004 (Shelli Andranigian, Andranigian Farming, October 18, 2012) 


BQ004-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI. 

See Volume I Chapter 3.14 section 5.3 for information on the construction period 
impacts to agricultural lands. For information on the property acquisition and 
compensation process see Volume II Technical Appendix 3.12-A. 

BQ004-2 

Qualitative and quantitative discussions of health impacts during project alignment 
construction were provided in Section 3.3.6.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. 

HST would be electrical powered. Therefore, there will not be any direct combustion 
emissions from FIST to cause health concerns such as asthma or other respiratory 
diseases during operation. Fugitive dust emissions due to FIST travel are not expected 
to be a significant source of pollutants either (See Appendix 3.3-A of the Final EIR/EIS 
for details). For localized health impacts of the Heavy Maintenance Facility (HMF), the 
cancer and non-cancer chronic and acute hazard risk analyses conducted for the 
RDEIR/SDEIS was for a prototypical facility with conservative estimates of equipment 
operations and locations, and the locations of nearby sensitive land uses. A decision on 
the HMF location will be made following certification of the San Jose to Merced Final 
EIR/EIS. A site specific Health Risk Assessment (HRA) for the HMF operation will be 
conducted once a final HMF site is selected and detailed design information becomes 
available. Quantitative cancer risks and non-cancer hazard indexes due to HMF 
operation will be evaluated in the final HRA. Mitigation measures, if necessary, would be 
included to ensure that the health risk significance thresholds are not exceeded at the 
sensitive land uses. 

BQ004-3 

Temporary would be up to five years. The temporary construction sites were identified 
as possible locations for project construction laydown and staging areas. The Authority 
cannot require the landowner to lease these areas to the state for the project; therefore, 
construction activities may not take place at this location without the agreement of the 
property owner. 


BQ004-4 

As discussed in Section 3.11, because the HST would carry passengers and be elctric- 
powered, there would be no safety hazard associated with HST cargo or fule. The 
hazard associated with the derailment of an HST is the physical mass and speed of the 
train colliding with a structure or people, which could only occur adjacent to the right-of- 
way. 

Since HSTs began operating in 1964, there has only been one case where a train within 
a dedicated HST right-of-way has left the operational corridor. That was an accident in 
China in 2011 described in Section 3.11.1 of the EIR/EIS. A formal government 
investigation identified the cause of the accident as a system-wide lack of emphasis on 
safety, both in terms of equipment development and operating personnel training, by the 
management of China's HST system. Where industry standards for design, 
maintenance, and operation have been employed, this type of accident has not occurred 
over the four decases of HST operation. Therefore, if an HST derailment were to occur 
in the vicinity of the family home, there is a very high probability that the train would 
remain within the HST right-of-way. Because the train would be contained in the HST 
right-of-way and would not contain cargo or fuel that would result in a fire, explosion, or 
the release of toxic substances, the project would not substantially increase hazards to 
this property. 
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October 18,2012 


Dan Richard, Chairman 
California High-Rail Authority 
P.O. Box 41218 
Sacramento, CA 95841 

Dear Chairman Richard, 

My father Ashaun Andranigian purchased land in 1945 that was 
alkali ground. He worked the long hard hours that farmers work to 
create the fertile and profitable land that currently exists today in 
2012 at 19500 S. Highland in Laton, California. This property, which 
is located in the southern end of Fresno County and near the Kings 
County line, is also known as “The Home Place," 

Our family farm has fed and clothed those in our county and 
neighboring ones along with California, the nation and the world 
over 

Over the decades, the land my dad worked has grown cotton to 
dothe, wheat to make bread, pinto beans to eat, com to feed, 
watermelons to accompany a meal, pumpkins to carve for Halloween 
or to make a Thanksgiving pie and alfalfa to make hay, Today the 
land is in stone fruit to eat with harvest time stretching from late 
April through late October. This year's harvest looks to go through 
early November. 

A farmer's work is never done and the family is part of the fabric of 
the farm. Mom also grew up on a farm and partnered with dad in the 
family business after their marriage in 1961. 

In 1987, they decided to purchase a property across the street from 
'The Home Place/' which we had always wanted because of it's 
proximity and were finally able to do so at that time. 

Dad, mom and our family worked tirelessly over the years on this 
property as well. The land has been home to alfalfa, corn and cotton 
crops. Today it is in stone fruit. 
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On May 25, 2011; I decided on a whim to go to a meeting about the 
proposed high-speed rail in Kings County because l wanted to 
support others in the path of the high-speed train. While doing so, I 
found out the lands the Andranigian Family had worked adjacent to 
both sides of Highway 43 were also in the proposed path of the 
California High-Speed Train. It's a good thing I went, since no one 
had tried to contact us to let us know of this plan even though 
millions of $$ plus had already been spent on communicating the 
message. 

The roller coaster ride this has put our family and farm on continues 
to twist and turn since that fateful day in May, forever changing the 
lives of everyone in its path along with those in its proximity, all over 
California and the nation. 

The proposed route will virtually render "The Home Place" from a 
profitable, fertile land to one that will be destroyed if the high-speed 
rail tracks are laid. There will be negative impacts to our adjacent 
property across Highway 43 even though it does not criss-cross 
through the property, as it will do to our "Home Place/' 

I have many questions for you, however these are questions based on 
less than 15 percent of what an actual DEIR/DEIS needs to be and 
not what was actually given to us to make our comments. We need to 
properly view and understand the numerous impacts to our farm 
and family. The DEIR/DEIS document is not easily navigated or 
accessible to those in rural America aka baton, California, which was 
why I made the trip to Sacramento on October 4 to ask for more time 
to properly comment While I appreciate your taking the time at that 
meeting to make sure the Andranigian Family name was pronounced 
correctly, it is even more imperative that the California High-Speed 
Rail and Train gets back on the right track...and give those in its 
direct path ample time and easily accessible materials to navigate the 
harmful impacts to their lives and property. The proposed route is 
not Prop 1A. Instead it criss-crosses through prime and fertile land 
that feeds and clothes the world. The adverse number of negative 
impacts to family farms, businesses and lives in California is heart- 
wrenching. And it's a major shame you are asking those who farm 
and feed the world to meet a deadline in the midst of harvest season) 
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B0005-5 


B0005-6 


B0005-7 


The Andranigian Family "Home Place" has multiple adverse impacts 
including a "temporary" construction site around a 1/8 mile or less 
distance from the family home. The high-speed train track is shown 
to run about a l A to Vfc plus mile from our home as it cuts diagonally 
across our fertile land which is now in trees, cutting the farm in half 
and separating it from the well in the back of the field which waters 
the entire orchard. Trees need water. They cannot be without water. 
A permanent access road adjacent to the Cole Slough of the river is 
also planned and within a half mile of our home. 

A permanent underpass would impact our fertile land across 
Highway 43. The area impacted is also in dose proximity to "The 
Home Place." It's also along the extremely busy Highway 43 which 
was supposed to have been widened to four (4) lanes a number of 
years ago, but wasn't due to money issues. My folks were in favor of 
widening the road since it would make die highway safer for all to 
travel. The work you will be doing along Highway 43 will render it 
even more unsafe, not to mention what could happen when the area 
floods. 

Our family and farm will be adversely impacted via air, land and 
water. The HSR route is a triple-threat to both our property and our 
health. Farmers are the true environmentalists and what is being 
done is a travesty to human life, wildlife and the environment. 

My questions for you on behalf of the Andranigian Family which I 
would appreciate being answered and noted in the public record 
(which was not done the last time) are listed below. Ido realize my 
Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/PEIS impact questions and comments 
last year were made before you were appointed to the board, Mr. 
Richard. This time, I expect a man of your communication skills to 
want to get things out in the open and corrected. I'm holding you to a 
higher standard. 
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Questions that need answers, 


•How will you distinguish from "temporary" vs, "permanent" 
impacts when both are equally detrimental to one's health and 
property? I await your response to this critical question. 


•How will the tainted "temporary" construction site land or 
permanently-placed empty tracks produce crops that clothe and feed 
the world when the money runs out before anything is finished? Are 
we royally screwed? I await your response to this critical question. 

•What happens in case there is a train derailment? Is there a high¬ 
speed train superhero that will prevent it from harming those on the 
train and those working the land and those of us in the family home? 

1 await your response to this critical question, 

•How will you prevent our family home arid farm from flooding in a 
heavy snow melt/rain year since the "temporary" and permanent 
impacts to our property will also result in an increased Rood risk. We 
are located between two bodies of water that will be impacted. I 
await your response to this critical question. 

•How will you keep the excellent water quality we have now from 
eroding? The water is also used to irrigate the crops that feed and 
dothe the world. I await your response to this critical question. 

•We have three generations of family members who are allergy- 
prone. How will you make sure they don't suffer and also how will 
you prevent others from developing allergy issues? I await your 
response to this critical question. 

•How will you prevent the vibration from the work being done in 
the "temporary" and permanent construction zones along with the 
permanent high-speed train tracks from adversely affecting humans, 
protected and non-protected wildlife, protected and producing plants 
and trees, irrigation lines, wells, building structures, etc..? I await 
your response to this critical question. 
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•How will you mitigate the protected foliage, trees and spedes along 
the scenic and majestic Cole Slough of the Kings River where our 
impacted properties are located and along the high-speed train track? 

I await your response to this critical question. 

•How can you justify this being a "green" project by making our 
family farm anything but green while building something we don't 
have the money to properly construct or to finish? I await your 
response to this critical question, 

•How will the permanent access road be able to allow proper access 
to those who need to access both sides of the levv which would 
include the Kings River Conservation District (KRCD) along with the 
Army Corp of Engineers...yet wouldn't be able to with the proposed 
plan since they can't with no clearance to drive a vehicle across? 1 
await your response to this critical question. 

•Even organic farmers use spray on their crops. How will we protect 
our crops from current pests- along with the new ones brought in by 
the high-speed train when we won't be allowed to spray? I await 
your response to this critical question. 

•Who is liable if someone complains about not feeling well because 
of drift from spraying crops? If the landowner, why? 1 await your 
response to this critical question. 

•There are always more transient areas and types along railroad 
tracks and this would mean high-speed ones, too. As someone who 
has been involved with local law enforcement for dose to 20 years, 
how are you going to mitigate the increase in potential criminal acts 
and activity with proposed high-speed tracks near where we live and 
where we farm? I await your response to this critical question. 
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•Residing and farming next to the Cole Slough of the Kings River has 
also meant living in a fog zone where there are days and weeks as 
there is little or no partial clearing. This is necessary for trees and 
vines to go dormant and sleep for the winter, but it is hazardous for 
those who travel. The road dosures and diversions caused by the 
proposed rail would create even more hazardous conditions. Usually 
after the first autumn rain, the fog season begins.... and life in the 
Central Valley remains unpredictable from October through March. 
What do you plan to do to make the roads safer for travel while you 
are working on high-speed rail preparations and when it is finished? 
How will riding a high-speed train in tule fog at 200 plus mph be 
safer than riding along in your car with the windows down to hear 
what is actually coming your way? I await your response to this 
critical question? 

•How will emergency vehicles be able to safely arrive in a timely 
manner? Heaven forbid there is loss of life due to construction as it 
will be blood on the hands of the Authority . I await your response to 
this critical question. 


•There are school buses that run in the morning and afternoon. How 
will you alleviate the impact to our future generations while traveling 
to get an education? High-speed trains will not replace travel to 
kindergarten, I await your response to this critical question. 


And,,, 

•How do I explain to my five-year old nephew that the farm his 
grandpa and pop farmed will no longer be available for him to do the 
same someday? He has already told me this is what he wants to do 
when he grows up, I don't have the heart to tell him that adults want 
a high-speed train they can't afford to toy around with people's lives 
and wreck grandpa and pop's "Home Place" aka the family farmi I 
await your response to this critical question. 
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Thank you in advance for your attention and response to these 
critical questions, Mr. Richard, For the record, I am still awaiting 
answers to the few questions I posed over a year ago to then 
Chairman Umberg. This letter is included as an enclosure. 

Please note these are only 15 percent of my questions and comments 
based on the 15 percent of the plan completed and issued as the 
Fresno to Bakersfield DEIR/DEIS by the California High-Speed Rail 
Authority. 

The Authority and Governor Brown are welcome to join me the next 
time I take my nephews to Travel Town. 

Please also note my paternal grandmother who single-handedly 
raised four boys including my dad during the Depression (she was 
widowed in 1928) was born on this day, October 18, 

Sincerely, 



Shelli Andranigian 

On behalf of the Andranigian Family and Andranigian Farming 
19500 S, Highland 
Laton, CA 93242 

Mailing address: 

Shelli Andranigian 

Andranigian Family /Andranigian Farming 
P.G, Box 752 
Laton, CA 93242 


Enclosure 

ce: Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, Kings 
County Board of Supervisors, Fresno County Board of Supervisors, 
Erickson & Associates, Michael L. Farley, Esq. 
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BQ005-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-16, FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 

BQ005-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-AG-02. 

BQ005-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-16. 

Environmental documents are written to a specific and legally required standard. Fact 
sheets, brochures and summaries were provided to ensure widespread understanding 
of the environmental documents and ease in finding pertinent information. Additionally, 
public workshops were designed to answer and solicit feedback on the documents and 
to assist the public with finding pertinent information. The documents were provided to 
47 community centers, public agencies, and libraries, which were chosen with a diverse 
range of hours to solicit public comment. The hours of the repositories were considered 
upon selection of the locations, thus the diversity in the types of repositories that had 
evening or weekend hours. 

BQ005-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-04, 
FB-Response-AG-01. 

BQ005-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI, FB-Response-AG-02, FB- 
Response-AG-04. 

The Authority has committed to compensating land owners at a fair market value for any 
permanent takings of their land, as well as any temporary or permanent losses of 
income they may experience. 

BQ005-6 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-AG-03. 


BQ005-6 

Prior to construction being completed to widen the existing roadway, SR 198 was 
modeled conservatively as one lane in each direction as existing, and widened to two 
lanes in each direction. Construction to widen to two lanes has been completed, and 
the evaluation of two lanes in each direction is now consistent with existing conditions. 
The Authority is committed to working with agricultural property owners to resolve or 
mitigate partial acquisitions that result in the division of farmlands with large, farmable 
lots on either side of the HST alignment. See Exhibit Ag 269.1 for examples of how 
severance could affect farm operations. Efforts to minimize these impacts include 
frequent public road crossings in the project design. For example, most of the new 
public road overcrossings would be located on intervals of 2 miles or less, with many 
crossings located on intervals of 1 mile or less. Areas with longer intervals between road 
crossings would generally occur in areas with no current crossings (i.e., no change from 
existing conditions). Additional access across the HST right-of-way may be preserved by 
creation of private overcrossings or undercrossing at reasonable intervals (see 
mitigation measure SO-MM#4). This may include the construction of grade-separated 
equipment crossings to allow farm equipment continued access to bisected land 
holdings. However, if the cost of such a crossing would exceed the value of the affected 
remainder lands, the Authority would offer to acquire the affected lands or otherwise 
compensate the farm owner for the loss in value rather than provide a crossing. 

Changes to roadway access as a result of the HST are addressed in Chapter 3.2, 
Transportation. Similar to other road underpasses in Central Valley floodplains, road 
underpasses at HST crossings would require pump stations that will pump runoff out of 
the low point of the road. SR43 would be modified at the HST crossing just north of Cole 
Slough. The SR43 underpass is not located within the 100-year floodplain, as mapped 
by FEMA FIRMs. In the event of extreme storm events such as the 100-year event, 
flood flows would continue to be pumped out of the underpass and discharged to 
adjacent areas. 

BQ005-7 

Changes to roadway access as a result of the HST are addressed in Section 3.2, 
Transportation. Similar to other road underpasses in Central Valley floodplains, road 
underpasses at HST crossings would require pump stations that will pump runoff out of 
the low point of the road. SR 43 would be modified at the HST crossing just north of 
Cole Slough. The SR 43 underpass is not located within the 100-year floodplain, as 
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mapped by FEMA FIRMs. In the event of extreme storm events such as the 100-year 
event, flood flows would continue to be pumped out of the underpass and discharged to 
adjacent areas. 

BQ005-8 

The manner in which the project distinguished between temporary (construction) and 
permanent (project) impacts is discussed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, 
Section 3.1.3, Approach to the Analysis. Construction period impacts are described as 
“[temporary (short-term and long-term) impacts associated with the construction of the 
HST alternative. The construction period includes testing of the HST system prior to 
passenger service.” Project period impacts are described as “[pjermanent impacts 
related to the project operation and maintenance of the FIST alternative. Project 
operations include FIST system operations and related project improvements, such as 
roadway modifications, maintenance of power supply components, and maintenance of 
the FIST and PIMF site operations. Some permanent impacts initially occur during 
construction but because they are permanent, they are associated with the project 
impacts (for example, conversion of agricultural lands to transportation uses).” 

To be conservative in this analysis and avoid underestimating displacements, it was 
assumed that residences and businesses located on acquired parcels, including those 
only temporarily impacted, were counted as permanent displacements. The analysis on 
health effects considered both construction and operation-related impacts. 

BQ005-9 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-17. 

Construction impacts of the project are described in Chapter 3.0 of the EIR/EIS. 

BQ005-10 

A discussion of impacts from an FIST derailment is provided in Section 3.11 of the 
EIR/EIS. 


BQ005-11 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-FIWR-02, FB-Response-FIWR-03. 

In areas with concentrated flow, such as rivers and streams, openings in the 
embankment (e.g., bridges and culverts) would allow the same volume of water to pass 
along the same flow path. In overland areas subject to shallow flooding during the 100- 
year event, flood water is ponded and drains slowly with minimal energy due to the flat 
topography and shallow land gradient. Openings in the embankment (e.g., culverts) 
would continue to allow drainage to pass in the down-gradient direction. Water would 
continue to pond on both sides of the embankment with adequate culvert capacity. 

These conditions are similar to existing conditions, and new impacts to upstream or 
downstream landowners would not occur due solely to a change in flow path. The HST 
crossing of Cole Slough, Dutch Johns Cut, and the Kings River would be sized to allow 
conveyance without increasing the water surface elevation in the 100-year floodplain by 
more than 1 foot, or as required by state or local agencies. The Authority is working with 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Central Valley Flood Protection Board to 
develop a crossing design that meets the goals of these agencies. 

BQ005-12 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-HWR-05. 

Potential water quality effects are discussed under Impact HWQ#2, Impact HWQ#6, and 
Impact HWQ#7 in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Resources, of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. To reduce project-related impacts, the Authority will be 
implementing best management practices (BMPs) at construction sites to minimize any 
contaminated runoff from leaving the site and reaching local streams and waterways. 
Section 3.8.6 describes project design features for stormwater management and 
treatment. Swales, infiltration/detention basins, and other control features for containing 
runoff are included in the project design. 

BQ005-13 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-04, FB-Response-AG-05, FB- 
Response-AQ-01. 
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Mitigation Measures for vibration due to construction can be found in Section 3.4.7.1 of 
the EIR/EIS and Section 8.5.2 of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section: Noise and Vibration 
Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012j). 

BQ005-15 

Section 3.7.7 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS describes mitigation measures 
that would minimize, avoid, or compensate for impacts on riparian areas and protected 
trees, including Mitigation Measure Bio-47: Restore Temporary Riparian Impacts; 
Mitigation Measure Bio-50: Mitigation and Monitoring of Protected Trees; Mitigation 
Measure Bio-61: Compensate for Permanent Riparian Impacts; and Mitigation Measure 
Bio-64: Compensate for Impacts to Protected Trees. 

BQ005-16 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-17. 

As discussed in Section 3.3 of the EIR/EIS, the project will result in a long-term 
reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and emissions of ozone precursors. The project 
will result in significant impacts on farmland. Impacts on farmland are presented in 
Section 3.14 of the EIR/EIS. Impacts on agricultural operations are presented in Section 
3.12 of the EIR/EIS. 

BQ005-17 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02. 

Refer to TR MM#1: Access Maintenance for Property Owners. Maintain access for 
owners to property within the construction area to a level that maintains pre-project 
viability of the property for its pre-project use. If a proposed road closure restricts current 
access to a property, provide alternative access via connections to existing roadways. If 
adjacent road access is not available, prepare new road connections, if feasible. If 
alternative road access is not feasible, the property will be considered for acquisition. 

BQ005-18 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-05. 


BQ005-18 

The Authority formed an agricultural working group to assist the Authority on agricultural 
issues. The working group is composed of representatives of universities, government 
agencies, and agri-business. The group completed a white paper on pesticide use 
impacts in 2012 (this paper is on the Authority's website). That white paper reports there 
would be no need for new spraying regulations around the FIST, as it would be treated 
like any other transportation corridor. 

The commenter offers no supporting evidence for their claim that the FIST would bring in 
new pests. 

Statements regarding the termination of aerial application of pesticides within 0.25 mile 
of the HST alignment are an oversimplification of the aerial application process. To 
conduct aerial applications of pesticides, each farm must submit an application to its 
respective County Agricultural Commissioner, detailing what types of pesticide they are 
proposing to spray. It is after receiving this information that the Agricultural 
Commissioner places restrictions on the farm’s application of pesticides. These 
restrictions include, but are not limited to: buffer zones, aerial spraying height 
restrictions, mesh size limits, and wind speed restrictions. When creating these 
restrictions, the Agricultural Commissioner is looking at nearby sensitive receptors 
(transportation corridors, houses, business, etc.), the proposed pesticides to be sprayed 
(different pesticides have different spraying restrictions based off the manufacturer’s 
approved application rates), and several other factors that may influence environmental 
effects of pesticide application. As there are a large number of factors that influence the 
possible restrictions placed on aerial application of pesticides, an absolute statement of 
no spraying within 0.25 mile is not reasonable. There are several options available to 
farmers so they may not have new spraying restrictions placed on them by their 
Agricultural Commissioner. For example, the farmer could change the pesticides they 
are proposing to use that have fewer restrictions; they could also plant a different variety 
of crops adjacent to the FIST that does not require the application of pesticides with 
spraying restrictions. 

The Authority recognizes that possible changes to current spraying practice from the 
FIST may reduce the productivity of a farmer’s remaining property. Those possible 
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impacts would be taken into account by the appraiser at the time of right-of-way 
acquisition, and any diminution in value to a property owner’s remaining parcel(s) will be 
estimated by the appraiser through the appraisal process. This involves appraising the 
remainder as it contributes to the whole property value before acquisition, then 
appraising the remainder in the after condition as a separate parcel as though the 
project was constructed, and including any estimated damages to the remainder 
parcels, such as, cost of re-establishing irrigation systems, replacing wells, providing 
buffers for aerial spraying, etc. The difference between these “before” and “after” values 
is called severance damages and will reflect any loss in value to the remainder parcels 
due to the construction in the manner proposed. 

Land that may be affected by new aerial application restrictions would still be used by 
the farmer for agricultural purposes, as would new turning areas at the end of crop rows. 
Therefore, there is no conversion of agricultural land from project impacts to current 
aerial spraying practices; however, it is an economic hardship in terms of reduced 
production for the remaining parcels of a farm. As is the case with removing land planted 
in crops for use as equipment turning lanes, the need to provide a buffer for crop 
spraying will be analyzed and addressed at the appraisal stage with input from the 
property owners and managers, and experts in the field. 

In April 2013, the Authority reached an agreement with agricultural interests on 
mitigation of agricultural land impacts for the Merced to Fresno Section of the HST 
System (Authority 2013). Under that agreement, the Authority will acquire agricultural 
conservation easements for its impact on Important Farmland (i.e., land classified as 
prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of local importance, and 
unique farmland) at the following ratios: 

• Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of 
the land to project facilities or by the creation of remnant parcels that cannot be 
economically farmed will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• Where HST project facilities would create a remnant parcel of 20 acres or less in size, 
the acreage of that remnant parcel will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• An area 25 feet wide bordering Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses 
by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1. 
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The Authority established an Agricultural Working Group to assist the Authority on 
issues related to the agricultural industry and the High-Speed Train. University, 
government agencies, and agri-business representatives belong to this group. The 
Agricultural Working Group prepared a white paper entitled "Pesticide Use Impacts" in 
2012. That paper is available on the Authority's website. 

The Agricultural Working Group concluded that the existence of the HST and its right-of- 
way will not in-and-of itself cause promulgation of new regulations to restrict the use of 
pesticides in close proximity (adjacent) to a new railway. The only impact will be 
consequent to the railway footprint causing a "set-back" from its right-of-way due to the 
need for farm equipment turn-around space. 

The White Paper "Induced Wind Impacts" examined the potential for airflow from the 
train to create wind. It found that the induced wind speed would be 2.4 miles per hour at 
10 feet from the train. This distance is well within the right-of-way of the system, so 
induced wind at the edge of the right of way would be very small. Note that HST 
trainsets are very streamlined and their characteristics are not directly comparable to the 
wind effects of a typical freight train, even at higher speed. "Induced Wind Impacts" 
concluded regarding the potential for pesticide drift: 

"There is the general practice that the application of pesticides is not performed in winds 
that exceed 5-10mph. The actual limiting of application is determined by factors such as 
pesticide label instructions, the experience of the applicator, the perceived risk of drift 
involved and specific application conditions and regulations. 

"The situation of the HST moving pesticides from an adjacent field into the HST Right of 
Way or into an adjoining field is not reasonably foreseeable as a result of the wind 
speeds noted above." 

If pesticide applicators apply pesticides near the HST in accordance with the existing 
regulations there should be no liability. If they fail to meet those regulations, the 
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BQ005-19 

applicator would be liable for damages. 

In April 2013, the Authority reached an agreement with agricultural interests on 
mitigation of agricultural land impacts for the Merced to Fresno Section of the HST 
System (Authority 2013). Under that agreement, the Authority will acquire agricultural 
conservation easements for its impact on Important Farmland (i.e., land classified as 
prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of local importance, and 
unique farmland) at the following ratios: 

• Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of 
the land to project facilities or by the creation of remnant parcels that cannot be 
economically farmed will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• Where HST project facilities would create a remnant parcel of 20 acres or less in size, 
the acreage of that remnant parcel will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• An area 25 feet wide bordering Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses 
by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1. 

BQ005-20 

No evidence has been provided in this submission to indicate that the HST tracks will 
attract transients. Unlike freight rail tracks, the HST alignment would be fenced with a 7- 
foot galvanized steel mesh or chain-link fence with 1 foot of barbed wire on top. The 
fence would be electronically monitored and monitored regularly by maintenance 
personnel. This would prevent transients from using the HST right-of-way. Transients 
could not illegally board an HST and would be excluded from the right-of-way; therefore, 
the HST would provide nothing to attract them. 

BQ005-21 

As described in Section 3.2.6 of the EIR/EIS, the design/builder will prepare a detailed 
Construction Transportation Plan for the purpose of minimizing the impact of 
construction and construction traffic on adjoining and nearby roadways and traffic. 

The HST will operate in a fully grade-separated, fenced right-of-way that prevents 
contact with freight trains, trucks, or automobiles. Because the right-of-way is fully 
dedicated to high-speed trains and the trains would operate using a computer-based 
automatic train control (ATC) system, the potential for accidents in tule fog conditions is 


BQ005-21 

substantially less than for a driver on the roads in the San Joaquin Valley, who must 
contend with at-grade intersections with other motor vehicles and freight trains, and with 
other motorists with impaired visibility. 

BQ005-22 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-01. 

The Construction Transportation Plan, which the design-build contractor will develop, 
will include provisions for emergency access during construction. These provisions will 
be developed in consultation with local emergency providers. 

BQ005-23 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02, FB-Response-SO-05. 

For information on impacts on schools and bus transportation, see Volume II, Technical 
Appendix 3.12-B. 

BQ005-24 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01. 

This is a rhetorical question and does not state a comment relating to an environmental 
issue. No further response is required. 

BQ005-25 

Responses to all comments from all drafts of the EIR/EIS will be published in the Final 
EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Submission BO006 (David J. Avila, Avila and Sons, October 18, 2012) 


BQ006-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI, FB-Response-AG-02, FB- 
Response-AG-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-14. 

For information on new job creation and the resulting impacts on the regional economy, 
see Volume I, Section 3.12, Impact SO #13. Also see Section 5.1.2 of the Fresno to 
Bakersfield Section: Community Impact Assessment Technical Report ( Authority and 
FRA 2012a) for more detailed information on short-term and long-term job creation. 

BQ006-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02, FB-Response-AG-04, FB- 
Response-SO-OI. 

Turnaround areas for crops have not been included in the permanent agricultural land 
impacts as the land would not be removed from agricultural production (note that the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program includes turnaround areas in areas 
classified as agricultural); however, it recognized that productivity will be lost as a result 
of the additional turnaround areas required. During the property acquisition process, 
losses in the value of the remaining property will be taken into account, and 
compensation will be provided for the loss in productivity. 

In April 2013, the Authority reached an agreement with agricultural interests on 
mitigation of agricultural land impacts for the Merced to Fresno Section of the FIST 
System (Authority 2013). Under that agreement, the Authority will acquire agricultural 
conservation easements for its impact on Important Farmland (i.e., land classified as 
prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of local importance, and 
unique farmland) at the following ratios: 

• Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses either by direct commitment of 
the land to project facilities or by the creation of remnant parcels that cannot be 
economically farmed will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• Where HST project facilities would create a remnant parcel of 20 acres or less in size, 
the acreage of that remnant parcel will be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1. 

• An area 25 feet wide bordering Important Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses 
by project facilities (not counting remnant parcels) will be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1. 
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Baker Commodities, Inc. 

Comments on the California High-Speed Train Project Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Section 4(f) Statement Fresno to 
Bakersfield Section 

Baker Commodities, Inc. ("Baker") is an independent rendering company headquartered in Vernon, 
California, which operates numerous facilities in the western and eastern United States. Rendering is a 
process by which animal by-products (raw material) are recycled into liquid animal fat (tallow) and dry 
proteinaceous material (meat and bone meal). Baker also recycles used cooking oils into animal feeds 
and feed stocks utilized in the production of biofuels. 

Baker serves the meat locker, restaurant, grocery store and food processing industries that operate in 
the Fresno, Kings, Tulare and Kern County areas by providing collection services for used cooking oil, 
meat and fat scraps and the pumping of grease interceptors. Perhaps most important, is the service 
Baker performs for one of the largest and most important industries in the area: "Dairy". Baker provides 
dead stock removal services over an 8 county region in the Central Valley. The area is home to 
approximately 3 million dairy animals all of which eventually die and have to be disposed of in an 
environmentally safe manner. The animals are collected and brought to Baker's facility in Hanford, 
California, to be skinned and prepared for processing at Baker's rendering plant located in Kerman, 
California. 

Rendering provides the most convenient, economically and environmentally appropriate method of 
disposal of these animals. Rendering of this material by Baker inactivates most pathogens, keeps them 
from entering landfills and eventually leaching in to the water tables or being disposed of by burial, 
burning or being dropped off on the side of a county road. 

Any interruption of our dead stock removal services would likely contribute to these waste materials 
being disposed of in a manner inconsistent with environmental regulations and thereby threatening 
environmental safety or, it could result in an increase in the volume of material disposed of in landfills. 

Baker's Hanford operation is absolutely critical to the safe and efficient disposal of these animals. Even a 
single day of interruption puts the dairy industry in a situation where they have few if any appropriate 
alternative methods of disposal. During an extraordinary heat wave that occurred in 2006, an estimated 
additional 25,000 dairy animals died suddenly. The resulting additional number of dead animals greatly 
taxed the ability of Baker, and other Tenderers that operate in the Central Valley, to collect and process 
all of the mortalities. The situation rose to devastating proportions and ultimately resulted in the 
Governor of California having to declare an emergency situation which allowed for the temporary 
disposal of many of the animals in local landfills, an unwanted alternative to the environmentally safe 
method of rendering. 

Baker provides an invaluable service to the dairy industry and has been recognized by the California High 


Speed Train Project (HST) and Kings County as being essential to the agricultural and dairy industries in 
the Central Valley. 

The Hanford area "BNSF Alignment Alternative and Kings/Tulare Regional Station East Alternative" 
requires that the bulk of Baker's processing facility be relocated. The "BNSF Alignment Alternative" 
creates a multitude of challenges for Baker's Hanford facility located at 7480 Hanford-Armona Rd. Our 
comments herein include both procedural and physical hurdles that need to be addressed and 
overcome should the "BNSF Alignment Alternative" become the chosen route. Because of the many 
challenges that a relocation of our facility would entail, Baker strongly supports the "Hanford West 
Bypass 1 & 2 Alignment Alternatives and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station West Alternative". 

1. Baker operates under a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) that would require modification due to the 
relocation of our processing facilities. The CUP is granted by Kings County through a permitting process 
that, during normal County operating conditions, would take 3 to 4 months to obtain after Baker has 
provided all the necessary information. Given that the County would be heavily burdened by the 
numerous CUP revision requests from similarly effected entities impacted by the HST, Baker requests 
that local and regional Permitting Authorities be allocated the necessary funds from the HST to timely 
and efficiently expedite all permitting requests. 

An alternative to the timely and costly processing of individual EIR and CUP requests would be for the 
HST's EIR to be modified and submitted as a Program EIR that includes all public and private entities and 
enterprises that are impacted by the Project. 

Further, the HST, as the lead state environmental agency, could declare all entities and enterprises 
impacted by the Project as qualifying for either Negative Declaration or M itigated Negative Declaration 
status. This option could be considered part of the "fair value" provided to the entities and enterprises 
impacted by the HST. 

2. Hanford-Armona road is currently slated for an overpass that has the possibility of severely limiting 
Baker's access to its property. In fact, the HST divides the property in such a way that limits access. 
Currently Hanford Armona Road provides access at the most westerly portion of Baker's property for 
agricultural purposes. Baker believes that an overpass would severely restrict or deny its ability to access 
the western portion of its property which would be separated from the rest of its property by the 
proposed HST, the overpass approach and the neighboring property boundaries. The property would 
effectively become land locked. 

Baker hereby requests that an alternate design for the Hanford-Armona Road overpass be considered. 
The alternate would be an underpass of sufficient width and grade to accommodate the current traffic 
patterns that include both agricultural equipment and auto traffic that regularly uses the road. Due to 
safety considerations, Baker also requests that proper signaling in the form of caution lights be installed 
at the underpass to mitigate potentially dangerous traffic situations. In addition, Baker will require on¬ 
site access beneath the elevated segment of the HST that bisects its property. This access should take 
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the form of a tunnel that allows for utility access for irrigation and power lines, as well as for agricultural 
equipment. 


Baker Commodities, Inc. 


B0007-2 


B0007-3 


B0007-4 


3. Baker's operational requirements dictate that it's treated wastewater be used as part of the farming 
operations irrigation system. Baker recently constructed a multimillion dollar waste water lagoon 
system that treats process wastewater at the Hanford facility. The Lagoons provide the dual purpose of 
supplying needed irrigation water as well as acting as a filtering system for the dead stock plant's 
process water. 

The Regional Water Board dictates wastewater/land application ratios at Baker's facility. Any land that is 
removed from Baker's agricultural base impacts not only revenues generated through farming, but also 
limits the amount of wastewater that can be generated by the facility. As such, Baker will be requesting 
land replacement or funding for treatment of wastewater due to the loss of land to the HST. 

Due to the nature of Baker's business, any relocation, even if it's limited to a few hundred yards on its 
own property, could lead to opposition and complaints from its neighbors. Efforts to mitigate the 
opposition and complaints may require the purchase of adjacent properties. There is obviously a link 
between the land requirements for Baker's operation and the potential to purchase adjacent properties 
to mitigate opposition and complaints to the facilities relocation. Baker requests that the HST authority 
look at the mitigation alternatives of purchasing adjacent properties. 

4. As an agricultural entity dealing with animal mortalities, Baker is concerned with the visual impact its 
operations may have on passengers and employees of the HST project. Baker believes that the impact 
may be exacerbated if the Kings/Tulare Regional Station East is constructed at the current proposed 
location, due to the fact that the trains could possibly be moving at a much lower rate of speed as they 
enter / exit the station. Baker requests that the HST Authority provide mitigation scenarios that will 
reduce or eliminate the visual impact on the passengers and employees utilizing the trains. 


Comments on the California High-Speed Train Project Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Section 4(f) Statement Fresno to 
Bakersfield Section 

Baker Commodities, Inc. ("Baker") is an independent rendering company headquartered in Vernon, 
California, which operates numerous facilities in the western and eastern United States. Rendering is a 
process by which animal by-products (raw material) are recycled into liquid animal fat (tallow) and dry 
proteinaceous material (meat and bone meal). Baker also recycles used cooking oils into animal feeds 
and feed stocks utilized in the production of biofuels. 

Baker serves the meat locker, restaurant, grocery store and food processing industries that operate in 
the Fresno, Kings, Tulare and Kern County areas by providing collection services for used cooking oil, 
meat and fat scraps and the pumping of grease interceptors. Perhaps most important, is the service 
Baker performs for one of the largest and most important industries in the area: "Dairy". Baker provides 
dead stock removal services over an 8 county region in the Central Valley. The area is home to 
approximately 3 million dairy animals all of which eventually die and have to be disposed of in an 
environmentally safe manner. The animals are collected and brought to Baker's facility in Hanford, 
California, to be skinned and prepared for processing at Baker's rendering plant located in Kerman, 
California. 

Rendering provides the most convenient, economically and environmentally appropriate method of 
disposal of these animals. Rendering of this material by Baker inactivates most pathogens, keeps them 
from entering landfills and eventually leaching in to the water tables or being disposed of by burial, 
burning or being dropped off on the side of a county road. 


B0007-5 


Summary: 

Baker Commodities has been determined to be a vital component of the agricultural/dairy community in 
the Central Valley. As such, there can be no interruption of service during any relocation or 
reconfiguring of our dead stock facility in Hanford. Baker requires a minimum of two years of planning 
and construction time before the existing facility can be replaced with new process buildings and 
infrastructure. This timeline could be extended based on the length of time required for the processing 
of permits by Kings County, The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the San 
Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District. 

In closing, Baker strongly supports the "Hanford West Bypass 1 & 2 Alignment Alternatives and the 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station West Alternative" over the more intrusive and problematic "BNSF 
Alignment Alternative and Kings/Tulare Regional Station East Alternative". 


Any interruption of our dead stock removal services would likely contribute to these waste materials 
being disposed of in a manner inconsistent with environmental regulations and thereby threatening 
environmental safety or, it could result in an increase in the volume of material disposed of in landfills. 

Baker's Hanford operation is absolutely critical to the safe and efficient disposal of these animals. Even a 
single day of interruption puts the dairy industry in a situation where they have few if any appropriate 
alternative methods of disposal. During an extraordinary heat wave that occurred in 2006, an estimated 
additional 25,000 dairy animals died suddenly. The resulting additional number of dead animals greatly 
taxed the ability of Baker, and other Tenderers that operate in the Central Valley, to collect and process 
all of the mortalities. The situation rose to devastating proportions and ultimately resulted in the 
Governor of California having to declare an emergency situation which allowed for the temporary 
disposal of many of the animals in local landfills, an unwanted alternative to the environmentally safe 
method of rendering. 
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Baker provides an invaluable service to the dairy industry and has been recognized by the California High 
Speed Train Project (HST) and Kings County as being essential to the agricultural and dairy industries in 
the Central Valley. 

The Hanford area "BNSF Alignment Alternative and Kings/Tulare Regional Station East Alternative” 
requires that the bulk of Baker's processing facility be relocated. The "BNSF Alignment Alternative" 
creates a multitude of challenges for Baker's Hanford facility located at 7480 Hanford-Armona Rd. Our 
comments herein include both procedural and physical hurdles that need to be addressed and 
overcome should the "BNSF Alignment Alternative" become the chosen route. Because of the many 
challenges that a relocation of our facility would entail, Baker strongly supports the "Hanford West 
Bypass 1 & 2 Alignment Alternatives and the Kings/Tulare Regional Station West Alternative". 

1. Baker operates under a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) that would require modification due to the 
relocation of our processing facilities. The CU P is granted by Kings County through a permitting process 
that, during normal County operating conditions, would take 3 to 4 months to obtain after Baker has 
provided all the necessary information. Given that the County would be heavily burdened by the 
numerous CUP revision requests from similarly effected entities impacted by the HST, Baker requests 
that local and regional Permitting Authorities be allocated the necessary funds from the HST to timely 
and efficiently expedite all permitting requests. 

An alternative to the timely and costly processing of individual EIR and CUP requests would be for the 
HST's EIR to be modified and submitted as a Program ElR that includes all public and private entities and 
enterprises that are impacted by the Project. 

Further, the HST, as the lead state environmental agency, could declare all entities and enterprises 
impacted by the Project as qualifying for either Negative Declaration or M itigated Negative Declaration 
status. This option could be considered part of the "fair value" provided to the entities and enterprises 
impacted by the HST. 

2. Hanford-Armona road is currently slated for an overpass that has the possibility of severely limiting 
Baker's access to its property. In fact, the HST divides the property in such a way that limits access. 
Currently Hanford Armona Road provides access at the most westerly portion of Baker's property for 
agricultural purposes. Baker believes that an overpass would severely restrict or deny its ability to access 
the western portion of its property which would be separated from the rest of its property by the 
proposed HST, the overpass approach and the neighboring property boundaries. The property would 
effectively become land locked. 

Baker hereby requests that an alternate design for the Hanford-Armona Road overpass be considered. 
The alternate would be an underpass of sufficient width and grade to accommodate the current traffic 
patterns that include both agricultural equipment and auto traffic that regularly uses the road. Due to 
safety considerations, Baker also requests that proper signaling in the form of caution lights be installed 
at the underpass to mitigate potentially dangerous traffic situations. In addition, Baker will require on¬ 


site access beneath the elevated segment of the HST that bisects its property. This access should take 
the form of a tunnel that allows for utility access for irrigation and power lines, as well as for agricultural 
equipment. 

3. Baker's operational requirements dictate that it's treated wastewater be used as part of the farming 
operations irrigation system. Baker recently constructed a multimillion dollar waste water lagoon 
system that treats process wastewater at the Hanford facility. The Lagoons provide the dual purpose of 
supplying needed irrigation water as well as acting as a filtering system for the dead stock plant's 
process water. 

The Regional Water Board dictates wastewater/land application ratios at Baker's facility. Any land that is 
removed from Baker's agricultural base impacts not only revenues generated through farming, but also 
limits the amount of wastewater that can be generated by the facility. As such, Baker will be requesting 
land replacement or funding for treatment of wastewater due to the loss of land to the HST. 

Due to the nature of Baker's business, any relocation, even if it's limited to a few hundred yards on its 
own property, could lead to opposition and complaints from its neighbors. Efforts to mitigate the 
opposition and complaints may require the purchase of adjacent properties. There is obviously a link 
between the land requirements for Baker's operation and the potential to purchase adjacent properties 
to mitigate opposition and complaints to the facilities relocation. Baker requests that the HST authority 
look at the mitigation alternatives of purchasing adjacent properties. 

4. As an agricultural entity dealing with animal mortalities, Baker is concerned with the visual impact its 
operations may have on passengers and employees of the HST project. Baker believes that the impact 
may be exacerbated if the Kings/Tulare Regional Station East is constructed at the current proposed 
location, due to the fact that the trains could possibly be moving at a much lower rate of speed as they 
enter / exit the station. Baker requests that the HST Authority provide mitigation scenarios that will 
reduce or eliminate the visual impact on the passengers and employees utilizing the trains. 


Summary: 

Baker Commodities has been determined to be a vital component of the agricultural/dairy community in 
the Central Valley. As such, there can be no interruption of service during any relocation or 
reconfiguring of our dead stock facility in Hanford. Baker requires a minimum of two years of planning 
and construction time before the existing facility can be replaced with new process buildings and 
infrastructure. This timeline could be extended based on the length of time required for the processing 
of permits by Kings County, The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the San 
Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District. 

In closing, Baker strongly supports the "Hanford West Bypass 1 & 2 Alignment Alternatives and the 
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Kings/Tulare Regional Station West Alternative" over the more intrusive and problematic "BNSF 
Alignment Alternative and Kings/Tulare Regional Station East Alternative". 
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BQ007-1 

Since circulation of the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, the Authority has met 
with Baker Commodities to discuss its concerns related to avoiding any interruption for 
its dead stock removal services. The discussions have explored different approaches to 
avoiding disruption to Baker Commodities, including relocating their access point to 
Hanford Armona Road, reconstructing the processing plant in a different location on the 
site prior to impacts on the existing facility, and other reconfigurations to retain the 
maximum amount of effluent disposal. The Authority will work with Baker Commodities 
during the right of way acquisiton process to finalize the approach that maintains 
property access and avoid disruption. 

The overpass for Hanford Armona road will be designed to current standards that 
provide appropriate width and sight distance for use by all types of vehicles. 

The specific approach for access under the elevated section of HST will be discussed 
with impacted property owners during the right of way acquisition phase. 

Access to abutting properties will be re-provided as part of the overpass construction. 

BQ007-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04. 

The Authority recognizes that affected businesses would require new permits from state 
(i.e., Regional Water Quality Control Board water quality permit) and local (i.e., 
conditional use permit) agencies before a new site could be approved. Some relocated 
agricultural production would take time to re-establish full production levels. In addition, 
any reduced agricultural production would have an additional multiplier effect on the 
region’s economy and could affect businesses involved in agricultural services, food 
processing, and the transportation of goods (see Appendix C of the Community Impact 
Assessment Technical Report). In order to address this concern, the EIR/EIS includes a 
commitment (see Section 3.14.6, Project Design Features) to assist agricultural facility 
owners in obtaining new or amended permits for the continued operation or relocation of 
the facility. Landowners will be fairly compensated for loss or disruptions to their 
operations, including the costs associated with the loss of wastewater lands and the 
costs of permitting new lands. For information on relocation assistance, see Volume II, 


BQ007-2 

Appendix 3.12-A, which has detailed information on the property acquisition and 
compensation process. 

BQ007-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI. 

For information on the property acquisition and compensation process, see Volume II, 
Appendix 3.12-A, of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. Individual acquisition or 
disruption issues will be determined during the property acquisition and compensation 
process. During this process, a determination will be made about whether it is necessary 
to purchase adjacent properties at this location to address opposition and complaints. 

BQ007-4 

If the BNSF Alternative is the selection for the Hanford area, the property where the 
Baker Commodities facility is located would be acquired. After the facility is relocated, 
the concern about the visual impacts on HST passengers would no longer be valid 
because the facility would no longer be immediately adjacent to the proposed site of the 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station-East. If one of the Hanford West Bypass alternatives is 
selected, the facility would be over 5 miles away from the HST, and no visual impacts on 
passengers and employees would occur. 

BQ007-5 

The Authority recognizes that affected businesses would require new permits from state 
(i.e., Regional Water Quality Control Board [RWQCB] water quality permit) and local 
(i.e., conditional use permit [CUP]) agencies before a new site could be approved. Some 
relocated agricultural production would take time to re-establish full production levels. In 
addition, any reduced agricultural production would have an additional multiplier effect 
on the region’s economy and could affect businesses involved in agricultural services, 
food processing, and the transportation of goods (see Appendix C of the Community 
Impact Assessment Technical Report [Authority and FRA 2012h]). In order to address 
this concern, the EIR/EIS includes a commitment (see Section 3.14.6, Project Design 
Features) to assist agricultural facility owners in obtaining new or amended permits for 
the continued operation or relocation of the facility. Landowners will be fairly 
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BQ007-5 

compensated for loss or disruptions to their operations, including the costs associated 
with relocating facilities, loss of wastewater lands, and regulatory costs. For information 
on relocation assistance, see Volume II, Technical Appendix 3.12-A, which has detailed 
information on the property acquisition and compensation process. 
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I Fresno - Bakersfield (July 2012+) - RECORD #415 DETAIL 


Status : 

Action Pending 

Record Date : 

10/20/2012 

Response Requested : 

No 

Affiliation Type : 

Businesses and Organizations 

Interest As : 

Businesses And Organizations 

Submission Date : 

10/19/2012 

Submission Method : 

Project Email 

First Name : 

Dave 

Last Name : 

Professional Title : 

Cross 

Business/Organization : 

Bakersfield Downtown Business Association, American Institute of 
Architects, et al 

Address : 

Apt./Suite No. : 

2118 F Street 

City : 

Bakersfield 

State : 

CA 

Zip Code : 

93301 

Telephone : 

661-323-3181 

Email : 

Email Subscription : 

davecrossaia@aol.com 

Cell Phone : 

Add to Mailing List: 

661-333-9843 


BO008-1 

B0008-2 


Dave Cross AIA Architect 

2118 F Street, Bakersfield, CA 93301 

Phone: (661)323-3181, Fax: (661)323-3184, Cell: (661)333-9843 
E-Mail: davecrossaia@aol.com Website: www.davecrossarchitect.com 


October 19, 2012 

California High Speed Rail Authority 

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Comment 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Fresno_Bakersfield@hsr.ca.gov 

Attention: Lisa Marie Burcarand Lisa Lanterman 

Dear Lisa Burcar, 

Subject: Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS 
Comments 

Bakersfield Downtown Business Association (DBA), American Institute of Architects (AIA), Kern County 
Black Chamber of Commerce (KCBCC) and Kern Minority Contractors Association (KMCA) are submitting 
this attached document as our public comment on the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS 
Statement for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the High-Speed Train Project. 

DBA, A.I.A, KCBCC and KMCA have been working together through a Workshop/Charrette to develop 
some recommendations to some of the "negative impacts that the metro Bakersfield area would 
experience as a result of the project", as stated by Alan Tandy in the Bakersfield City Council staff report 
of December 14, 2011; Public Hearing to consider Resolution in Opposition to the entire High Speed Rail 
Project, as currently proposed, (see accompanying documents) 

DBA, A.I.A, KCBCC and KMCA are proposing a B4 Alignment Route, which combines the best of each 
Route; North, South and Hybrid Routes, plus adjustments as shown on accompanying overlay drawings, 
sheets 1-4, by Dave Cross AIA Architect. The Station site layout we are suggesting is a pattern that also 
brings together the North, South, and Hybrid Station sites, but gives access and egress to Truxtun 
Avenue, California Avenue, Union Avenue, and additionally, "P/Q" Street at Intersection of 14th Street. 

The attached B4 Alignment and Station overlay sheets clearly shows how this proposed B4 Alignment 
Route will miss the Bakersfield High School, Mercy Hospital Doctors Plaza, The Bakersfield City 
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B0008-3 


B0008-4 


B0008-5 


Corporation Yard, Mill Creek Projects, Robobank Arena, Theater and Convention Center. Also, the latest 
HSR maps show accommodations for the "TRIP" West Side Parkway and the three Centennial Corridor 
Routes. 

Additionally, the Workshop/Charrette explored in depth the possible workings of a "Project Labor 
Agreement", between the High Speed Rail Authority and a Union/Non Union Work Force. 

In our in-depth exploration of Project Labor Agreements (PLA), of an open character where there is a 
combination of union and non-union agreements, we have found National studies that show this form 
of PLA leads to, for the most part, a much greater productivity output for the same amount of cost. In 
other words, applied to the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HSR under the right circumstances of a 
Design Build agreement this could mean that the HSR line could reach Bakersfield within the existing 
available funds. I was involved in very large US Military Design/ Build bids with Morrison Knudsen, then 
the largest US Military Contractor in the 1970's and early 1980's. I encourage the CHSRA and its Board to 
further study these PLA findings for combining union/non-union agreements. 

This is not Blue Sky or Pie in the Sky analysis. These are well founded, well established studies of real 
substantial multi-billion dollar projects. If there was ever a project that would lend itself to such an open 
all inclusive PLA it is the CHSR Project. But, it will require that the HSR Authority and its Board provide 
for such agreement in the Design/Build Bidding documents and the SFTPA-PLA is only one example of 
such an agreement and this agreement is not fully open to the non-union side as some others are in the 
Los Angeles, California Region. 

Further, there were discussions with the High Speed Rail Authority about providing funding for impact 
studies around the HSR Station site by a design firm such as EE&K Architects that designed the Los 
Angeles Gateway Center (see accompanying information). 

Also, we are encouraging you to select the thru Shatter Rail Route with the Heavy Maintenance Station 
located West of Santa Fe Way near 7th Standard Road. Believe it or not we have a Chinese/Japanese 
group interested in locating a Rail Coach Manufacturing Plant adjacent to such a HSR Heavy 
Maintenance Station Facility I believe such a situation will allow the City of Bakersfield to reconsider 
their position concerning the HSR. 

The DBA, A.I.A, KCBCC and KMCA understand the positive impact this infrastructure would bring to our 
City and County and that is why we have proposed this B4 Alignment Route. We feel that this could be 
the solution to all of Alan Tandy's "Sacred Cow Icons", as we reported to the Bakersfield City Council on 
Wednesday, October 17, 2012 by distributing packets to all council members and staff along with a 
verbal deliberation by Dave Cross. This packet of information was also given to the KernCog Board on 
October 18, 2012, with verbal deliberation by Dave Cross. 

Please call with any questions. 

Attachments will come under seperate cover. 


Sincerely, 


Dave Cross, AIA 


Dave Cross AIA Architect 
2118 F Street 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 
T: 661.323.3181 
F:661-323-3184 

F: 661.323.3184 
C: 661-333-9843 
EMail: davecrossaia@aol.com 
WEB: www.davecrossarchitect.com 
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Dave Cross AIA Architect 

2118 F Street, Bakersfield, CA 93301 
Phone: (661)323-3181, Fax: (661)323-3184, Cell: (661)333-9843 
E-Mail: davecrossaia@aol.com Website: www.davecrossarchitect.com 

Date: October 16, 2012 

TO: Mayor Harvey L. Hall, City Council, Alan Tandy and Staff 
FROM: Dave Cross, AIA 
SUBJECT: High Speed Rail Station Location 

Bakersfield Downtown Business Association, American Institute of Architects and 
the Kern County Black Chamber of Commerce have been working together through a 
workshop/charrette to develop some recommendations to some of the “negative impacts 
that the metro Bakersfield area would experience as a result of the project”, as stated in 
the staff report of December 14, 2011; Public Hearing to consider Resolution in 
Opposition to the entire High Speed Rail Project, as currently proposed. 

Bakersfield Downtown Business Association, American Institute of Architects and the 
Kern County Black Chamber of Commerce are proposing a B4 Alignment alternative 
Route B4, which combines the best of each Route; North, South and Hybrid Routes. The 
Station site layout we are suggesting is a pattern that also brings together the North, 
South, and Hybrid Station sites, but gives access and egress to Truxtun Avenue, 
California Avenue, Union Avenue, and additionally, “P/Q” Street at Intersection of 14 th 
Street. 

B4 Alignment and Station overlay sheets clearly shows how this proposed route will miss 
the Bakersfield High School, Mercy Hospital Doctors Plaza, The Bakersfield City 
Corporation Yard, Mill Creek Projects, the Robobank Arena Theater and Convention 
Center. Also, the latest HSR maps show accommodations for the “TRIP” West Side 
Parkway and the three Centennial Corridor Routes. 

Additionally the Workshop/Charrette explored in depth the possible workings of a 
“Project Labor Agreement,” between the High Speed Rail Authority and a Union/Non 
Union Work Forces. 

Further, there were discussions with the High Speed Rail Authority about providing 
funding for impact studies around the HSR Station site by a design firm such as EE&K 
Architects that designed the Los Angeles Gateway Center (see accompanying 
information). 

These recommendations and comments will be submitted as comments and drawings to 
the High Speed Rail Authority EIR/EIS. 

Sincerely, 


Dave Cross, AIA Architect 


The Bakersfield Downtown Business Association, The American Institute of Architects 
and the 

Kern County Black Chamber of Commerce 

CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL WORKSHOP/CHARRETTE AGENDA 
I STUDY-THE 3 PROPOSED HIGH SPEED RAIL BAKERSFIELD SITES AND 
STATION ROUTES 

II STUDY-“PROJECT LABOR AGREEMENT” (PLA) AND NO PLA 
Saturday, October 13, 2012 - 9 Am To Noon 
Larry E. Reider Education Center, 2000 “K” Street 


STUDY I 

A. Northern Alternative Alignment B1 -Located at the corner of Truxtun and 
Union Avenue/SR 204 on the BNSF Alternative. Access to the site would be 
from Truxtun Avenue, Union Avenue, and S Street. Two new boulevards would 
be built from Union Avenue and S Street to access the station and the supporting 
facilities. The main entrance would be located on the northern end of the site. 

Proposed Review: 

1. Study access from Q Street 

2. Study Route at Bakersfield High School 

3. Study Route at Corporation yard 

B. Southern Alternative Alignment B2 - Located in the same area as the North 
Station Alternative, but would be situated along Union and California Avenues on 
the Bakersfield South Alternative, just south of the BNSF Railway right-of-way. 
Access to the station site would be from two new boulevards: one branching off 
from California Avenue and the other from Union Avenue 

Proposed Review: 

1. Study access from Truxtun Avenue and/or Q Street 

2. Study Route at Mercy Hospital and City Corporation yard 

3. Study Route going east 

C. Hybrid Alternative Alignment B3 - Located in the same area as the North and 
South Station alternatives, and would be located at the corner of Truxtun and 
Union Avenue/SR 204 on the Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative. Access to the 
station site would be from Truxtun Avenue and Union Avenue as well as Hayden 
Court. 

Proposed Review: 

1. Study Access and site location at Union Avenue 

2. Study HSR Express Slow Downtime 

3. Study Route going east 

STUDY II 

A. Economic and Environmental Justice (Local Jobs) 

1. Project Labor Agreement between HSRA and Labor Board to 

include minimum 30% of total contracts. 

2. Inclusiveness of economically disadvantaged groups 

a. Outreach: Education and Training of Community Workforce 


Report for EIR/EIS 
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Bakersfield Downtown Business Association 
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DATE: October 15, 2012 


TO: Mayor Harvey L. Hall, City Council, Alan Tandy and Staff 
FROM: Downtown Business Association 
SUBJECT: High Speed Rail Station Location 


The Downtown Business Association along with the American Institute of Architects 
and Kem County Black Chamber of Commerce held two workshops to review the 
potential 3 station sites in the downtown area. In addition we studied all three routes 
both West and East of downtown. 

After the Charrette review our recommendations includes a proposed new B4 route that 
would miss the City Corporation Yard, Mercy Hospital, Bakersfield High School, South 
Mill Creek Projects and all properties along California Avenue. Also the latest High 
Speed Rail Maps show a complete accommodation for the TRIP West Side Parkway and 
the 3 Centennial Corridor Routes. 

In addition the new station location provides access from the proposed High Speed Rail 
Station to Truxtun Avenue, Union Avenue, California Avenue and Q Street. 

These recommendations will be submitted as comments and drawings to the High 
Speed Rail Authority EIR prior to October 19, 2012. 

Questions please contact the DBA at 325-5892. 

Sincerely, 


Cathy A. Butler 
President 
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ADMINISTRATIVE REPORT 


MEETING DATE: December 14,2011 

AGENDA SECTION: Hearings 


ITEM: 1 - 4 . 


Corcoran, and possibly, to an area north of Bakersfield. The Authority will 
not clarify how far south they can build. A route map is attached. 


TO: Honorable Mayor and City Council APPROVED 

FROM: Alan Tandy, City Manager DEPARTMENT HEAD_ 

DATE: November 21,2011 CITY ATTORNEY 

CITY MANAGE R / 

SUBJECT: Public Hearing to consider Resolution In Opposition to the entire High Speed Rail 

Project, as currently proposed 


RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends odoption of the resolution, which states the City 
of Bakersfield is opposed to the entire High Speed Rail project as it is cunently proposed. 

BACKGROUND: In recent months, increasingly more citizens and groups from Bakersfield 
have asked the City Council to formally oppose the High Speed Rail Project as it is 
currently proposed by the California High Speed Rail Authority (Authority). At the 
regular Council meeting of November 16, 2011, the Council directed that a hearing 
take place at the next City Council meeting and for staff to place the issue on the 
agenda. 

For clarification purposes, while the City Council may adapt a resolution objecting to 
parts or all of the High Speed Rail Project, the Authority is not obligated to follow it. It will 
be, therefore, an advisory statement only. 

REPORT: As the project currently exists, the following significant facts, flaws and 
observations cannot, in good conscience, be overlooked: 

o THERE IS NO TRAIN. 

o THERE IS NO ELECTRIFICATION TO THE TRACK to make the high speed rail 
work, even if there were a train. 

c The funding which currently exists, and can be reasonably forecost, is 
supposed to build the first section of track from the area of Borden to 


o The Authority has chosen a first segment which has no independent utility, 
either, as defined in Federal law or for practical purposes. IT WILL BE A 
TRACK THAT WILL BE UNUSABLE for any high speed rail purpose, even if there 
were a train and electrification to the track. This is being interpreted as 
being in direct violation of Proposition 1 A. 

o Spending $6.5 billion for an unusable track is a waste of taxpayer dollars, 
during a difficult economic time for both taxpayers and government. 

After approximately 18 months of meetings with Authority officials, and after 
giving them advice that was based on local knowledge of sensitive areas and 
places to avoid, they seemingly ignored virtually all suggestions made by City 
staff. Their proposal would cause many millions of dollars in damage to City 
ossets, with no significant mitigation being offered. 

The draft EIR, which, due to significant deficiencies, is being revised in an effort to 
“try again/ 1 was very hard to read and understand for the average citizen. Its 
maps appeared to be purposefully unclear, and it did not contain a reasonable 
range of olternates, among other shortcomings. The Authority provided only one 
complete droft EIR document for public review in the entire 8,100 square mile 
County of Kern. 

The draft EIR clearly did not address the requirements of State law under CEQA. 
To name a few examples, it damages Bakersfield High School, Mercy Hospital, 
churches and schools, and takes a swath through east Bakersfield. The potential 
damage to east Bakersfield, east of Baker Street, was particularly egregious, in 
that it was not properly noticed, clarified or studied. It is deficient on dealing with 
noise and air quality, is difficult for the average citizen to understand, and ignores 
the significant impacts created by the project. Faced with massive opposition 
from citizens, the legol community, farmers, churches and other groups, the 
Authority is attempting to make revisions. The City of Bakersfield sent in over 100 
pages of comments related to the deficiencies discussed above. To date, the 
Authority has not responded. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE REPORT 


• Residences, businesses, schools, churches, medical care facilities, Bakersfield High 
School, Rabobank Arena, new City redevelopment projects and the City 
Corporation Yard are threatened. The Authority's plans also conflict with the TRIP 
projects, both under construction and planned for the future. 



AGENDA HIGHLIGHTS 
October 17, 2012 COUNCIL MEETING 

REGULAR MEETING - 5:15 p.m. 


CONSENT CALENDAR 

RfliQlutteni 


• Opposition groups in Bakersfield and throughout California are growing and 
uniting with their protests of the project. Lawsuits are being filed on multiple 
fronts. This is true in Kings County, and, depending on the route selected, 
Palmdale orTejon Ranch, as well. 

• The actions of the Authority are to blame for many of the problems that have 
been created. They are moving too fast and responding to public input too 
slowly. 

• It is unlikely that there will be any future funding to extend the track to usable 
termination points, os Congress has cut off future funding, and is facing their own 
record deficit issues. 

o The State government, as is their normal modus operandi, overestimated 
their revenues and once again has a multi-billion dollar deficit. 

o If the State issues High Speed Rail bonds authorized by the voters many 
years ago, its deficit will grow. 

o Every yeor, the State is in this situation, and they prey upon the treasuries of 
cities and counties. THUS, IT IS FAIR TO PREDICT THAT IF THEY BUILD AN 
UNUSABLE TRACK, RAIDS ON LOCAL SERVICES WILL CONTINUE. 

• The cost estimate for the project has grown 2’/s times the amount given to the 
voters when they authorized the issuance of bonds. It is likely ta increase if the 
project moves forward. 

• Both the original and revised business plans for High Speed Rail appear to be as 
inadequately prepared as their draft EIR. The updated business plan predicts the 
Merced station would have more passengers than Penn Station in New York City. 
Future revenues are based on such flawed projections. Recent voter polls show 
statewide opposition is in the majority and rising. 
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8f. 2013 Health Care Contracts . The City’s health care package is up for renewal for 
the 2013 plan year. The overall rate renewal package continues to support the goal to 
maintain or reduce premium costs and to continue to reduce the City's unfunded retiree 
health care liability. A significantly positive note related to the later is that a favorable active 
employee claim experience from the past year has resulted In $1.6 million balance over the 
required reserves in the Anthem Blue Cross Rate Stabilization Fund. Depositing those funds 
into the Retiree Medical Irrevocable Trust Fund will not only completely address the remaining 
balance in outstanding contributions, but will result in a fund balance of approximately $1 
million above and beyond the required contribution amount. The Insurance Committee and 
Personnel Committee have approved the proposals and staff is recommending approval of 
a resolution which identifies the vendors, plans, and rates for the City's health care benefit 
package for the 2013 plan year. 

P-EEE&REP BUSINESS 

/torn 12a. Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement for the California High 
Speed Rail Project, The HSR Authority released their revised Draft EIR for the proposed Fresno- 
Bakersfield project segment in July. The 60-day public comment period (extended for 30 
days) will end on October 19, 2012. As stated in the staff report, the revised Draft EIR Includes 
no attempt, whatsoever, to address the long list of negative impacts that the metro 
Bakersfield area would experience as a result of the project. The effects are far too lengthy 
to list in detail here, but, in summary, include: damage to critical City facilities and assets with 
the very real potential for major financial and operational impacts; route conflicts that would 
cause irreparable harm to the TRIP program, particularly the Centennial Corridor, which is the 
"centerpiece" for alt af the projects, and the Westside Parkway, which is In the later stages of 
construction; complete removal of at least one of the South Mill Creek projects and negative 
impacts to the entire project area; major disruption and in some cases, destruction, of 
numerous private businesses and entities, including major Impacts to Bakersfield High School 
and Mercy Hospital, among many more significant effects that can not be understated, but 
continue to be ignored by the Authority. Given their utter lack of responsiveness in 
addressing the countless issues that would result from their proposed project route, there is no 
choice, but to recommend legal action against the Authority, it should dlso be noted that 
while the Authority has an agreement with the City of Fresno to provide $4.6 million to help 
them with the complex issues that will affect area businesses there, they have not extended 
such an offer of assistance to Bakersfield. However, upon teaming of the Fresno agreement, 
staff submitted a request for similar assistance from the Authority. At the time of this writing, 
they have yet to respond. 
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STATION LOCATION ALTERNATIVES 


A- Project Labor Agreement (PLA) Transbay Joint Powers Authority ft] PA) 
Press Release of November 10, 2011 


A. Bakersfield Station-North Alternative 

The Bakersfield Station-North Alternative would be located at the corner of Truxtun and Union Avenue/SR 204 on 
the BNSF Alternative. Surrounding land uses in the area consist of offices, commercial, retail, industrial, and 
government offices. The Amtrak station is west of the proposed station site. A conceptual site plan for this station 
alternative is provided in Figure 2-42. Access to the site would be from Truxtun Avenue, Union Avenue, and S 
Street. Two new boulevards would be built from Union Avenue and S Street to access the station and the 
supporting facilities. The main entrance would be located on the northern end of the site. The three-level station 
building would be 52,000 square feet, with a maximum height of approximately 95 feet. The first level would 
house station operation offices and would also accommodate other trains running along the BNSF Railway line. 
The second level would include the mezzanine; the platforms and guide way would pass through the third level. 
The entire site would consist of 19 acres, with 11.5 acres designated for the station, bus transit center, short¬ 
term parking, and kiss-and-ride areas. An additional 7.5 acres would house two parking structures, one with a 
planned capacity of approximately 1,500 cars, and the other with a capacity of approximately 3,000 cars. In 
addition, another 175 spaces would be provided in surface lots. The balance of the supply necessary to 
accommodate the full 2035 parking demand (8,100 total spaces) would be provided through use of underutilized 
facilities around the station and in Downtown Bakersfield. Identification of these additional spaces would be 
coordinated with the City of Bakersfield as a part of a comprehensive parking strategy. Additional environmental 
review may be necessary as parking needs are identified for full system operations. Under this alternative, the 
station building would be located at the western end of the parcel footprint. The bus transit center and the 
smaller of the two parking structures (2.5 acres) would be north of the FIST tracks. The BNSF Railway track runs 
through the station site. The HST tracks would be above the BNSF Railway tracks. 

B. Bakersfield Station-South Alternative 

The Bakersfield Station-South Alternative would be in the same area as the North Station 
Alternative, but would be situated along Union and California avenues on the Bakersfield South Alternative, just 
south of the BNSF Railway right-of-way (Figure 2-43). The two-level station building would be approximately 
51,000 square feet, with a maximum height of approximately 95 feet. The first floor would house the concourse, 
and the platforms and guide way would be on the second floor. The entire site would be 20 acres, with 15 acres 
designated for the station, bus transit center, short-term parking, and kiss-and-ride areas. Five of the 20 acres 
would support one six-level parking structure with a capacity of approximately 4,500 cars. In addition, another 
500 spaces would be provided in surface lots. As with the Bakersfield Station-North Alternative, the balance of 
the supply necessary to accommodate the full 2035 parking demand (8,100 total spaces) would be identified as a 
part of a comprehensive parking strategy in coordination with the City of Bakersfield, and may require additional 
environmental review. Access to the station site would be from two new boulevards: one branching off from 
California Avenue, and the other from Union Avenue. 

C. Bakersfield Station-Hybrid Alternative 

The Bakersfield Station—Hybrid Alternative would be in the same area as the North and South 
Station alternatives, and would be located at the corner of Truxtun and Union Avenue/SR 204 on the Bakersfield 
Hybrid Alternative (Figure 2-44). The station design includes an approximately 57,000-square-foot main station 
building and an approximately 5,500-square-foot entry concourse located north of the BNSF Railway right-of-way. 
The station building would have two levels with a maximum height of approximately 95 feet. The first floor would 
house the concourse, and the platforms and guide way would be on the second floor. Additionally, a pedestrian 
over crossing would connect the main station building to the north entry concourse across the BNSF right-of-way. 
The entire site would be approximately 24 acres, with 15 acres designated for the station, bus transit center, 
short-term parking, and kiss-and-ride areas. Approximately 4.5 of the 24 acres would support 3 parking 
structures with a total capacity of approximately 4,500 cars. Each parking structure would be 7 levels; one with a 
planned capacity of 1,750 cars, another with a capacity of 1,315 cars, and the third with a planned capacity of 
1,435 cars. An additional 460 parking spaces would be provided in surface lots covering a total of approximately 
4.5 acres of the station site. As with the Bakersfield Station-North and Bakersfield Station-South alternatives, the 
balance of the supply needed to accommodate the full 2035 parking demand (8,100 total spaces) would be 
identified as a part of a comprehensive parking strategy developed in coordination with the City of Bakersfield. 
Access to the station site would be from Truxtun Avenue and Union Avenue as well as Flayden Court. Under this 
alternative, the BNSF Railway track would run through the station site, and the main station building and majority 
of the station facilities would be sited south of the BNSF Railway right-of-way. 


TJFA BOARD APPROVES 111STOHR PROJECT LABOR AGREEMENT 

Construction of TVansfwy Transit Gtnler Will Emphasis* 

Lobar FWf, (tyjpcrTHnitis* far Small anJ flixadfantaxal BtiiiticSSt! 

SAN FRANCISCO — Earlier cud ay. tlm Boa id of blncton of t be Transbay 
joint Powers AutUrity (TJPA.) approved au historic agreement with 
organized labor {’we list of signatory tin mu r below) designed to ensure labor 
peace arid ennui opportunity far small, local, disadvantaged, niiiou. and non- 
union buiiiusm llirci uglinul I lie nnutniotka of tilt S4 billion TYausbay 
Transit Center Pro)ret. 

Construction of I be project will luralc inore I ban 125,0M jobs. Tile Project 
I si tier Agreement (PL1) is n pact tlmt nil tatutniduB and trade workers, 
belli onion and non-union, must abide by while working on l lie Tran shay 
site. Under the pact, all workers agree to work by the same rule*. Mi an equal 
playing field. In return, workers are provided uniform bmrfii* nnd 
protections, 

Tbr Transboy Transit Center Project will retfULK workers from diverse crafts, 
including pin inhr», carpenters, operating engineers, iron worker*, sliest metal 
workers, electrician*, and laborers. These workers are repremuted by 2B 
separate unions, enrh with ill own separate contract. Because of the Project 
lailior Agreement, all union* are now bound to a single labor agreement, 
maximizing the economy of operations. 

The nature of this construction prajrrf will require that multiple contractors 
and multiple crafts work or tbr job site at the same Lime, over an extended 
period nf time, creating a substantial potential for work disruption. Tim PLA 
ensures that cant traction of I lie Trane bay Transit Center will not be delayed 
due to strikes or other kbor-reklcd issues. 

‘This is * critical lonl fur ti*,” said Maria Ayetdi-Kuplan. Tj PA Executive 
Director "Project Labor Agreements have been used successfully since E he 
New Deal to complete major public works projects, A PLA was critical to the 
construction of BAJlT, and more recently played an important role Ln ilm 
renovations a I the San Francisco 1 n Ecnwd mnal Airport and m tlm seismic 
upgrades to Urn Heich Hetcby water system, 1 " 

"The Project Labor Agreement is ■ testament to the commitment and bard: 
work of both the Transbay team and organised lab or," said Supervisor imd 
TJPA Board Chairperson Jane Kim. “Faster Lug baiaionioUB labor refalbotiS 
on ibo job site is critical in the luoeu of ibis transformative project, ['in 
particularly liappy tn Ht the PI A promotes job opportunities for young 
people and workers from disadvantaged communities,’' 

The PLA provides a range of bmmfus Is the Project: standardising working 
condition* and. wages; minimizing uncertainly about tlm Supply and »Sl of 
labor daring the project; preventing work stoppages; fostering productive 
labor rekalhm»; reducing: tlm likelihood of cost over-rons; increasing tbr 
likelihood of on-time performance; increasing productivity and jab die 
safety; and many others, 

The agreement is especially notable For its commitment I o small and 
disadvantaged business enterprises, It ensures ihow business™ can compete 
effectively with large-scale, national construction companies by ctraling 
crjaal opportunity. 
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TV FLA slim coamiiu strong* enforceable protections against 
ditdmiiutiHik, a lap priority for the TJ FA. In jtdilil ion (o there tlio 

TJFA in proud to jmnouncc u writ* of provitHM that »<*it to auiil 

and disabled vttmin* ilimugli the “Hrlmtis to llardhat*'" non* 
profit organisation and thr “Wounded ^irriot 1 ' program, which connect 
National Guard. Reserve and transitioning activcduly military irambot 
with caner training and cinp Loyment oppmtuniiim in the miuirndioii 
industry (for more information. viiit jjii).-':; r 'wiLi:iJ-irJuirl?’t'jliaftlltn l lFiOfg). 

'"TV Veteran* A ffo.bs CiHiuniuiDn of the City and County of Sinn Francisco 
extends its hearty contra Ink l ton* to ill parties to the Project Labor 
A^eejuetit for the massive construct ton projwl which will, under i lie 
Transbsy Join t Power* Authority Wing a modem Tran.ni Hub to reality ," 
Mtid Rayioaoil Wong. President nf the Veterans Affairs Commission nfSon 
Ftancifcc*. "Wc ate particularly gratified that all parties to the agreement 
have seen lit to insure that under the Community Outreach term* nf thr 
agreement, concrete effort* are made to insure ihui area veterans are afforded 
specially identified employment opportunities under the Helmets to 
HsHKutl program..." Said Wong. 

Additional unique and innovative aspects of thn upwoimt include sections 
that will; 

■ assist loro I ynulh to pursue career* in the trade*, by a commitment to 
engage in mil reach effurtl with liigli school Students to promote 111 vokr mein 
in pre-upprenlkCrsliLp and apprenticeship programs; and 

- assist women and economically disadvantaged individuals to pursue careens 
m the grade*, with 0 commitment in recruit applicants for apprenticeship 
programs from appropriate community-based programs. 

The Tnanabay Transit Center is a visionary. S4 hdlmu Ira mpurialioti and 
housing project that will transform downtown him Kraurisco and the Bay 
Area’s re.ginnaL transportation ay stem by creating a "Grand Central Station 
nf i lir Writ" in i he heart of a new, transit-friendly neighborhood surrounding 
the Transit Center, Phase I of the project (I he Transit. Center) is set to he 
completed by 2017 and will serve op to 45 million people annually. 


Tnirmatiimal Association of Heat and Frost Insulator* and Allied Workers. 
Local lb 

International Association of Bridge, Structural, Ornamental and Reinforcing 
Iron Wsrltns, Local 577 

laborers International Union of North America, Local -67 
laborer* International L'jimu of North America, Imcal 2f»l 
United Brotherhood of Carpenters. Lathers, Local 6SI, 

United Brotherhood offoiprsitri, Millwright*. Local 102 
International Union of Painters and Allied Trades, District Council 16 
United Brotherhood of Carpenters, Pile Driver*, lineal 
Operative Plasterers' and Cement Masons' Interna tional Association, Local 
Gfi 

United Assoriation of Journeymen and Apprentice* of the Hu lilting and 
Pipelining Industry, Local IS 

United Union of Roofers, Waterproofers and Allied Workers, Loral +0 
Meet Metal Workers' International Association, fsical I&4 
International Union of Painter* and Allied Trades, Sign and Display, Local 
51b 

United A**ti tint bun of Journey men and Apprentices of the Plumbing and 
Pipefitting Industry, 

.Sprinkler Fillers, Local biJ 

International Brotherhood ofTeninstrrs, laical 833 


The Transbay Transit Center project is managed by TJFA staff and is 
overseen by ils *ire-member Board of Directors. 

For more information about the project, visa* w-ww.Tians3jnytviitpr.org. 

* Signatory Union* lo Agreement with TJFA 

San Francisco Budding and Construction Trades Council, AFL-CTO 
North eto California District Council of 3 ji borer* 

Northern California Carpenters Regional Council 

International Union of Operating Engineer*. Local 3 

internal tonal Union of Bricklayers and Allied CufiiwaAfts, Local 3 

internalwmat Brotherhood of BoiEermakers, Iron Ship Builders, Hhtlonithi, 

FolgeiS & Helpers, 

Local 541? 

United Brotherhood of Carpenters, Local 22 
United Brotherhood of Carpenters, lacul 223d 

Operative Plasterer*’ and Cement Masons" International Association, Local 
3(H) 

International Brotherhood of Electrical Worker*, foml 6 
International Union of Elevator Const ruetor*, Liul 8 
United Brotherhood of Carjwnirr* Hardwood Floor Layers, Local 1B61 
Laborer*' I nimtuiinnal Union, nf North Aiurtks, Hod Carriers, Local ttih 
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Dave Cross AIA Architect 

2118 F Street, Bakersfield, CA 93301 
Phone: (661)323-3181, Fax: (661)323-3184, Cell: (661)333-9843 
E-Mail: davecrossaia@aol.com Website: www.davecrossarchitect.com 

CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL WORKSHOP/CHARRETTE 
10/06/2012 

Report From: Dave Cross, AIA 

Moderator of AIA HSR Charrette 

GENERAL ISSUES: Report Concerning North B1 High Speed Rail Route 

In the Saturday October 6, 2012 Charette, it was observed that the Northern B1 Route 
goes through and is located within a major portion of Bakersfield High School, which 
creates a substantial problem for the Kern County High School District and also The 
State of California Department of Education. Bill Melby, AIA Architect, President of the 
Local Golden Empire Chapter of the American Institute of Architects, facilitator on the 
Northern B1 Route and Station location had previously met with the State and the Board 
and discussed the ground rules the State has over potential dangers created by trains in a 
High School Campus area. There were also rules that no new facilities could be added at 
this existing High School site if the HSR passes as shown in the B1 Route. A blending of 
the B1 and B2 Route was discussed missing BHS, Mercy Hospital and The City 
Corporation Yard. 


milazzo associates 


HIGH SPEED RAIL / SCHEME B-2 / SOUTH STATION / REVIEW COMMENTS 

1. FRIEGHT ISSUES 

We discussed the apparent absence of facilities that would support the staging and 
pickup of freight deliveries that might be seasonably viable and profitable for the 
HSR Trains to transport. Was this considered and evaluated lor the system at large? 

2* GET BUS FACILITY 

The Golden Empire Transit system operates a comprehensive network of links that 
is abte to move local passengers to and from the HSR Station and thereby reducing 
the personal vehicle parking demand. A Sheltered Stop for the GET Buses should 
be programmed into the HSR Station in addition to other Bus and Shuttle Stations 
to accommodate other local and regional carriers. 

3. FUTURE LIGHT RAIL DEDICATED R.O.W. 

With California Avenue already designated as a Light Rail route we discussed the of 
possibly striping the Light Rail portion of the roadway and designating it for interim 
use by rubber tired Bus & Shuttle carriers until a possible transition to a Light Rail 
system could be implementcd- 

4. INCLUSIO N OF "Bl KE SHARE * 1 * 3 4 5 6 " 

An evaluation of including a Bike Share program was discussed to include both 
private and Bike Share storage lockers, showers and general lockers to encourage 
HSR users to bike to and from the Station rather than using other means of personal 
or public transportation. 

5. IDENTIFY ADJACENT LAND USES 

Consideration should be given to setting aside property adjacent to the HSR Station 
for Multi-Story Office buildings and possible Meeting rooms with Property 
Management and rental and/or lease opportunities encouraging travelers to meet 
coming from both north and south for brief for day-long meetings. 

6. LINKAGE BETWEEN THE HSR STATION £ RIVER CREEK CORRIDOR 

A critical element needing allocated space is a that of a pedestrian corridor that 
establishes a "City-Sireetscape" style link between the HSR Station and the Mill 
Creek corridor for visitors to dine, shop, browse, explore and be entertained during 
delays between various modes of transportation and/or HSR trains arriving and 
departing. This corridor would establish a first impression setting for the City of 
Bakersfield for visitors and traveler's arrival and it will translate into additional 
revenues to the community. 

David Y. Milano, AEA Chamette Facilitator 1 D/11/1 2 


1330 22ntl StT*r1 Suiti^ (! Dflk^diftld California 93301 -2330 I Mi IfiOO 


Charrette report 
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HIGH SPEED RAIL- CHARRETTE 10/06/2012 


HYBRID ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENT - B-3: 
GROUP REVIEW AND RESPONSE, 


3. Suggest entering the Bakersfield area via the North Alignment, B-l, that comes 
into the South side of the existing BNSF train yards just past Oak St. along the 
north side of California Ave. Just past the South side of Mercy Hospital provide 
an S curve to intersect with the South Alignment B-2 to miss the BHS Industrial 
Arts building then curve back to come into the North Alignment Station plan. 

4. As the HSR tracks are elevated at approximately 45 ft above the ground, can they 
go above the existing BNSF line? 


REVIEW CHAIRMAN: ALTERNATE CONSIDERATION: 


Bob Varner, Architect, OMA bvarner@ ordizmelbv.com 

Ordiz Melby Architects 

GENERAL ISSUES: 

1. The Hybrid Alternative, B-3, Locates the High Speed Rail Station at Union 
Avenue between Truxtun and California, just south of the existing BNSF rail lines 
and the existing Amtrak station. 

2. The Hybrid Alignment B-3 splits the proposed station with a portion of the station 
on the East side of Union Ave. with a pedestrian bridge as a l ink between the two 
halves. 

3. Primary access to the station is off of Truxtun with secondary access from Union 
Ave, California Avenue via S street and Hayden court. 

4. The B2 and B3 Alignments of the HSR tracks pass adjacent to Mercy Hospital 
and B1 passes through the Industrial Arts building of Bakersfield High School 


1 Consider bringing the HSR down Central Valley along the 1-5 corridor and create 
a transition station at a point somewhere between Buttonwillow and the Grape 
Vine. Keep the line outside the City of Bakersfield and provide transportation 
links into town. The state already has an established transportation route along 1-5 
and there would be minimal EIR impact. There would be no conflicts with vital 
and historical facilities in Bakersfield such as; Mercy Hospital and BHS. Plus, the 
rights and property of land owners affected by the proposed alignments can be 
protected and preserved. 


GROUP EVALUATION: 

1. The general consensus is that splitting the station across Union Ave is not a 
good idea. Keep the station consolidated in the area south of the Amtrak 
station. The group favored the station layout of the North Alignment B-l with 
modifications. 

2. The group is apposed to the Alignment’s that pass through BHS and adjacent 
to Mercy Hospital. 


DESGIN CONSIDERATIONS: 

1. Develop the station layout for alignment B-l the North alignment. With station 
access from Truxtun, Union Ave. California and Q street. 

2. Study and plan for transfer link s for other modes of transportation to destination 
points in and around Bakersfield and outlaying co mm unities and facilities, such as 
Cal State, (buses, taxies, connecting trains, bikes, shuttles, etc.). 
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FAULKNER 
LAW OFFICES 


Marvin Dean, President 

Kent Minority Contractors Association 

1330 E, Tnwfitn Ave. 

Bakersfield. CA 93305 


October IS, 7012 


RE-I: California High-Speed Rail Authority Business Advisory Council Meeting 

Date: October IS, 2012 

Place: 141 5 L Street,, Suite 300, Sacra meUEOv, CA 

Dear Mr. Dean: 


Hie purpose of this letter to the Business Advisory Council is to request your assistance in 
facilitating an ail inclusive Project Management Agreement and to initial? negotiations through the High 
Speed Rail Authority and its Efoard regarding labor unions, non-union merit shops and unafftTinied labor 
groups, (he Board publically announced a policy that 3(1% of all work on the high speed rad project 
will be performed by small* minority and disadvantaged business enterprises. 

As you know from the various Bakersfield meetings in the past month* incl uding meetings with 
the CHSR Authority members. City of Bakersfield officials arid community workshop groups under the 
auspices of the Downtown Business Association and the American Institute of Architects, vve are 
seeking a Project Labor Agreement that would be acceptable to Lhe union and non-union organizations. 
In light of the issues, both union and non-union organizations, we find that it is most likely we can attain 
consensus of some former hems of concern by adopting a new form of PL A to achieve labor peace. 

Tliere are receni project labor agreements that can be used as a model to achieve this, such as ihe 
San Francisco Transit Project Authority Project l abor Agreement. The SFIPA-PLA was executed for 
(lie consi ruction of their S4 billion Multi Model Transport Center, This PLA was agreed to by all 
involved labor force and this project is under construct ion. The SFTPA-PLA unified the various 
environmental justice labor elements as well as the organized labor interests. Such si PLA has been 
sliown by national studies to resitll in lowering project costs by fostering greater competition because it 
utilizes the &5% of the non-union labor force as well as the 15% union, labor force, 

Marvin, thank you and the High Speed Rail Authority Business Advisory Council in your 
assistance in bringing this issue to the attention of Cl iSRA and its Board and also for your continued 
efforts to bring environmental juslfoe to this historic High Speed Rail Project to the Golden Slate and its 
future success. 



t^Cc: Dave <J. Cross* Chairperson of Professional Committee 

AnachmemsiTJPA News Reka« Nov. th. 2011 and Agenda Bakersfield UUA/Tlic AIA Golden State Chap kt/B lark 
Chamber Cterrette Ocober 13, 2012 


FAUIKNE* 
LAW OFFICES 


lAiSIfthSB** 
CA MBl 


For Ininpedinc RcIliis-l' 
November lD t 201 I 
Contact: Adam Albert I 
( 415 ) 227 -V 70 O 


TjPA BOARD APPROVES HISTORIC PROJECT LABOR AGREEMENT 

Cofisintfmn ofTra/ubiiy Trwtit'f Center Will I\atpfittsiqr 
LdhwPfuety OpportunityJcr&midi end pijtifbudfoflaf iittsimtfrs 

SAN FRANCISCO — Knrlkt today, the Braird ofDireciun> of the Tnnsitey foim buffi* 
Auihtvilv (TjPA) appnjved an hivurir agreement with ertguwctl lul:a*r A'ws; Ji^a signatory unions 
tahrw) designed tin-mure labor peace and equ.il opportunity for small, local. JiHJibancagcd. union, 
Jrtd rum union businewes rlinjughoui ihc construction. of the 54 billion Transhay Transit Center 
Pw^CtL 

Cort-Ufuerion of die Project will create more than 125,(1011 johs. The Project 1 Abnr Agreement 
(FI A) is a pact thai all timarrurfinn Sind bade workers. both uninn and nan-union, must abide by 
while working on the Traiwbay sin,- Under The pact, ail workers ajyw to Wrfk hy ihc same rules, on 
an equal playing field. In return, workers SW provided umfirmi benefit* ami protections. 

TV Transhay Transit Center Project will require workers. from diverse emits, including phnitarc, 
carpenters, operating engineers, tronworkefs, sheet metal workers, ehrctridurvs, and lahircrs. These 
workers are represented bv 28 si-|rarait‘ uaitmx each with its own separate comraci. Heeause of the 
Project labor Agreement, h]I uni on* art- now Imuml to a single lain it agreement. maximizing die 
economy h if opentthms, 

The nature of this construction project will require ihar multiple contractors amt multiple crafts 
work un the iuh sttr at the same time, over an extended period of time, ctwutng a substantial 
potential for work disruption- The PLA ensures that curwtructiun of the TransVy Transit Center 
will not he tlriayed due EO strikes or other labor-related issues. 

"This is a critical tool for llk/’ seei J Maria Aytadr-Kaplan, TJPA PisMUfitre I Jircec: m 'Project Labor 
Agreements, have tarn used successfully since the New Deal to complete major public works 
Iwt^cefs. A FI .A ww critical to the construction of HART, anti imifC recently played an important 
n.Jc in the renovation* at the San Francisco International Airport and in tilt seismic upgrades to the 
I lurch f letchy water system." 

■Tlie Project Labor Agreement is a testament to the commi tment anti hard work of In* h the 
Transbay team and organized Wbtnrl said Supemsi ir and TJPA Ikumd Chairperson jane Kim 
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'Tusiefiiig EwiminiinnS tolicif relation* mi ihc- job sue is critical £n die suctc** of this iransfrirnumvc 
prnjecl. I'm particularly happy to FcC die ?LA promotes |nb opportunities for yemnjc aru1 

workers firm disadvantaged coflitintreries." 

Hie P)JV |)|tivhb A range nf benefits ui the Pruifcett standardizing u-orking conditions anti wage*; 
minimizing uncertainty iibour the supply and cost of bhur during die project: preventing work 
»uippagra; finictinji productive labor relations; reducing the likclihoi k! of cuu overruns; inmusiiift 
the likEhixid of on-rime performance; invreasiryg prodwetivky and jolt sire safety; and many others. 

lilt- agreement is especially notable for ils cnmmkmctit io small and illEmlvint^pd buancss 
enterprises. It ensures these businesses can compete effectively with large-scale, national 
construction companies by treating equal opportunity, The PLA also con rains strong, enforceable 
pnotet^Oiis against discrimination,-a mp priority for iheTfPA, 

In rakfifinn m rhetc benefits, [he TJPA is proud to announce a series of provisions that seek io assist 
ectemns and disabled veterans through [he "Helmets to I larelhats" alon profit ttfgfln ration and the 
"Wounded Warrior" program, which connecF National Guard, Reserve and transitioning arrive-ilucy 
military members with career training and employment -fippH in unities in die construction industry 
(formoreinfomuwiD,visii • \ • • ' > ■ - s 

“Tlit Vcwnuis Affairs (kimmission of die City and County of ibn Francisco csiends iw hearty 
congfiirubrion* III all panics io rht- (Vojcsci 1-abtir Agreement far the massive CtffiJS traction |Sioje<r 
which will, under the TnuishayJoint Powers Authfiory bring a modem Ttuuit Hub (o reality," vdd 
Raymond Wnnji, President of ihc Vcirnns Affitirs Ciommission of San Francisco. *We arc 
particularly gratified ihai all parncs m dn.- agreement have seen fit M insure that under die 
Community Outreach lerms of the agreement, concrete efforts arc made to insure llinl Area veterans 
art afforded spcebUy identified employment opportunities under the IklmefS to HanJhais 
propnii-’ sukl WVmg. 

Additional unk|W ami innovative aspects of the Agreement include sections that will: 

■ assist local youth to pursue- careoSi in die trades, by a commitment to engage in outreach 
efforts with high school styrluncs u» promote involvement in prc-Spprentic«hip and 
:Lppitntieesln|) programs; and 

* assist women and economically disadvantaged individuals so pursue careers in ihc trades, 
with. a commitment to recruit applicants tor apprenticeship pfpgrams from Appropriate 
community-based programs. 

lh L Transhuy Transit (enter is a visionary, 54 billion martSpO04*inn and housing project that will 
transform tfriwniawn San Francisco and rise Ray Area's regional transports dim aysrem by creating a 
"Grand Central Station of the West” in the heart of n new, transii- friendly neigh ho rhrjod 
surrounding the Transit Center. Phase I of rite project (die Transit Center) is set ro he completed 
by ’dl? anti will serve up to 45 million people annually. 

The Transhay Transit Center project is managed hy TfPA »t*lT amt is overseen by i ts sts-memher 
Hoard of Directors, 

For more in I'ormath m almut the project, visit • . • . 1 ■ . 


* Signatory Unions to Agreement with TJPA 

San Francisco Hanlding and Construction Trades Clouncil, AIT. CU S 
Northern California l^tstrict Council of Ijbofcn 
Morthcm (Allfomia Carpemert Rygitmal Council 
TntemaEinnal Union of (Iperaiing t'.ngmecis, l/iml ^ 

Imematkiiul Union of HricMaycr* and Allied Craftswotiers, ta>cd 1 

IntoitiitkmaJ Brotherhood of fioilrtmakm. Iron Ship Builders, Blacksmith*, Fojyjers & I Idpcra, 

IxksiI 54*) 

United Broiherhisud of (Carpenters, laical 22 
I 'lined .Hrntlierhnnil of Carpenters, laical 2236 

Operative Masrerenf and (.'cment Masons’ TnieniariunaJ AskSocaaritm, tjceiJ 3tK> 

Inlrandottal Brotherhood uflikariml Workers, IjfciI 6 

Lnlenialiortal Union of FJcvau>r Gmsmaanrs, Ijical H 

b : niied BtOlherttOod of (larpemet* Hardwood Floor layers, ]>>cal IH61 

Laborers' InrernatLonal Union of North America, Hrtd Carriers. l.oca1 lfi6 

Intern a tit i mi] Association of F lent anti Frost Insulators and jellied Workers, I anal 16 

International Association of Bridge, brruelural, OmameniiLl a rut Kl- in forcing Iron Workers, Local 

Liborer* Snrcmarional Union of North America* UftoJ 67 
Labore'TS International Union ol North Amenca. I Atcai 2tri 
United Brolhetiiood of (jupentm, Lirhers, Utal 681, 

United Brotherhood of (j^rpentera, ,M illwnght s, Lieal 1tf2 

IlHCmaiionol L Iftton of Fain ruts -and Allied Trades, District (.jiuneil It 

United Brothefhood of (Jipcntras, l*ik- Driven-, (ood 14 

Operative l^asrertTa'' and (jMOII Masons’ IiIttTnatiomtl Associayon. Gscai (8i 

L lined Asaoetarkm ofjourneymen anti Apprentices of th,v Plumbing and l^prfitting lndu*m, txical 

38 

United L-finm of Coolers, Wateqiroofcrs and Allied Workers, Dnatl 441 

Shtun Metal Workers' IntemaEional Association, UoCld HI4 

ImL-mational U nion tif Painters and Allied Trades, Sign and Display, l-ocal 514) 

United Association ofJoumevnien and Apprentices of the Plumbing ami Ihpelining Indusm , 
Sprinkler FiltL-rs. Ijofal +H3 

tmernanonal Iknthahnod of Tesimtera. IjjcsI K>3 
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EE&K a Perkins Eastman Company 
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■ English 

* Home 

■ AhftiU-lIs 

* Portfolio 

* News / Views 

* Contact Us 



Gateway Center 


Portfolio > Transportation & Infrastructure > 


Gateway Center 

Los Angeles, CA 

Gateway Center, the country's largest inter-modal transportation facility, is the centerpiece of a 
pedestrian-focused downtown revitalization plan. EB&K’s master plan for the 75-aerc Alameda 
District centers on a site adjacent to Los Angeles 1 land marked Sptinish-stylc 1930s Union Station, 

The Gateway JntermndaL Transit Center links nearly every means of ground transportation including 
buses, subways, Amtrak, light rail, ami the Melrulink comm Liter tine, together with a 3 t G00-car park- 
and-ride facility—returning this neglected location to its origins as the grand portal to Los Angeles. 

Convenience andl access were paramount, but was the desire to create a first-class environment and a 
compelling hub for the district. The plan responded with a design that recalls the civic architecture of 
the world's great railway stations. The East Portal—the physical gateway features a monumental 
stone archway through which travelers enter the main terminal, whose dome of etched glass and steel 
soars to a height of 90 feeL The interior is enlivened with brightly-patterned stone paving, murals, and 
a 7,000-gallon tropical aquarium. More than a terminal, this is a space for art. live music performance, 
and refreshment. 

For more on Gateway Center, click h ere. 



httpi7/ww f w r eekarehiteets.conV , porlfolio''9'transpo[tation-iiifrastructure/S,'!-'gpifiway-center 101 2/2012 


F-Yf 



htipY/www.eekareh ilects.com/port folo^-transportation-infr astructuie/53 -gateway-center 10/12/2012 
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BQ008-1 

The “B4” alignment suggested in this comment has been assessed against 
the Authority’s criteria for alignment design as specified in Technical Memorandum (TM) 
0.1 and TM 2.1.2. It appears possible for high-speed trains to negotiate the proposed 
alignment at 150 miles per hour. The alignment potentially could avoid the City 
Corporation Yard, Mercy Hospital, Bakersfield High School, and the properties along 
California Avenue. However, it likely would not be possible to avoid the newly built South 
Mill Creek Project. Although it might be feasible to avoid demolition of the residential 
blocks, the alignment will pass through the parking lot on the northern side of the 
development. 

Unfortunately, the proposed B4 alignment is not practicable from a logistics and 
constructability standpoint. It crosses multiple tracks of the BNSF rail yard at a very 
shallow skew angle. The skew would require a wide and elongated footprint for the HST 
structure, which in turn would determine the size of framing supports. Typically, the HST 
elevated structure would be supported on columns directly under the center of the HST 
tracks; the column foundations would be larger than those for comparable highway 
structures due to deflection considerations. It would not be possible to place columns 
between tracks in the BNSF yard or between the main line tracks that currently are used 
by both BNSF and Amtrak. In these situations, typically either long longitudinal spans 
would support the HSR tracks above the BNSF tracks, or frames with columns either 
side of the BNSF tracks, spanning laterally, would be used. The total length of the 
elevated structure spanning the BNSF yard longitudinally would be on the order of 0.5 
mile. Spanning laterally with a series of frames to support the HSR tracks would require 
multiple transverse spans on the order of 300 feet long at intervals of 120 feet, and each 
would be on the order of 30 feet deep. The foundations would be immense, and would 
extend outside the limits of the above-ground structure. Given the size of the proposed 
structural members, it would not be possible to cast these at a remote location and then 
transport them to the site. Therefore, these structural components would have to be cast 
in place, which would require substantial temporary works and the closure of a number 
of the BNSF yard tracks and the main line tracks from construction mobilization until the 
structures are completed. It is unlikely that BNSF and Amtrak would be prepared to 
tolerate the inevitable disruption to their normal services. 

The proposed B4 station is located on a curve and therefore would not meet the HST 


BQ008-1 

design criteria. B4 enters the station from the west following the Bakersfield 
North Alternative and exits following the Bakersfield South Alternative. This curve would 
preclude siting the station at the location shown. The station would have to be relocated 
to the east approximately 0.5 mile to allow the platforms and turnouts to be located on 
tangent track. Such a station location would have a significant separation from the 
existing Amtrak station, which would not meet the requirements of the station location. 

Therefore, although the proposed alignment avoids many of the sensitive sites identified 
by the Bakersfield Downtown Business Association, the infrastructure required for that 
alignment would be extremely difficult to construct, more costly than the alternatives 
proposed in the EIR/EIS, and would likely not be acceptable to BNSF and Amtrak. With 
the feasibility issues and constraints identified, the proposed alignment would not be 
considered a viable alternative. 

BQ008-2 

The “B4” alignment suggested in this comment has been assessed against 
the Authority’s criteria for alignment design as specified in Technical Memorandum (TM) 
0.1 and TM 2.1.2. It appears possible for high-speed trains to negotiate the proposed 
alignment at 150 mph. The alignment potentially could avoid the City Corporation Yard, 
Mercy Hospital, Bakersfield High School, and the properties along California Avenue. 
However, it likely would not be possible to avoid the newly built South Mill Creek Project. 
Although it might be feasible to avoid demolition of the residential blocks, the alignment 
will pass through the parking lot on the northern side of the development. 

Unfortunately, the proposed B4 alignment is not practicable from a logistics and 
constructability standpoint. It crosses multiple tracks of the BNSF rail yard at a very 
shallow skew angle. The skew would require a wide and elongated footprint for the HST 
structure, which in turn would determine the size of framing supports. Typically, the HST 
elevated structure would be supported on columns directly under the center of the HST 
tracks; the column foundations would be larger than those for comparable highway 
structures due to deflection considerations. It would not be possible to place columns 
between tracks in the BNSF yard or between the main line tracks that currently are used 
by both BNSF and Amtrak. In these situations, typically either long longitudinal spans 
would support the HSR tracks above the BNSF tracks, or frames with columns either 
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BQ008-2 

side of the BNSF tracks, spanning laterally, would be used. The total length of the 
elevated structure spanning the BNSF yard longitudinally would be on the order of 0.5 
mile. Spanning laterally with a series of frames to support the FISR tracks would require 
multiple transverse spans on the order of 300 feet long at intervals of 120 feet, and each 
would be on the order of 30 feet deep. The foundations would be immense, and would 
extend outside the limits of the above-ground structure. Given the size of the proposed 
structural members, it would not be possible to cast these at a remote location and then 
transport them to site. Therefore, these structural components would have to be cast in 
place, which would require substantial temporary works and the closure of a number of 
the BNSF yard tracks and the main line tracks from construction mobilization until the 
structures are completed. It is unlikely that BNSF and Amtrak would be prepared to 
tolerate the inevitable disruption to their normal services. 

The proposed B4 station is located on a curve and therefore would not meet the FIST 
design criteria. B4 enters the station from the west following the Bakersfield 
North Alternative and exits following the Bakersfield South Alternative. This curve would 
preclude siting the station at the location shown. The station would have to be relocated 
to the east approximately 0.5 mile to allow the platforms and turnouts to be located on 
tangent track. Such a station location would have a significant separation from the 
existing Amtrak station, which would not meet the requirements of the station location. 

Therefore, although the proposed alignment avoids many of the sensitive sites identified 
by the Bakersfield Downtown Business Association, the infrastructure required for that 
alignment would be extremely difficult to construct, more costly than the alternatives 
proposed in the EIR/EIS, and would likely not be acceptable to BNSF and Amtrak. With 
the feasibility issues and constraints identified, the proposed alignment would not be 
considered a viable alternative. 

BQ008-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-11. 

BQ008-4 

The Authority has an established grant program for station area planning. The 
application package for station area planning funds was released in the summer of 2011 


BQ008-4 

and is available as Application Package for Station Area Planning Funds (Authority 
2011j; available at the Authority's website). This document was created to assist local 
agencies with submitting an application for funding a station area planning effort; such 
areas focus on the areas around the anticipated high-speed rail station within selected 
jurisdictions. Funding is available from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 
2009 (ARRA) and from the Safe, Reliable High-Speed Passenger Train Bond Act for the 
21st Century (Prop. 1 A). The Authority is responsible for the ARRA funding as well as 
the Prop. 1A funding. 

The Authority's Urban Design Guidelines (Authority 2011 i; available on the Authority's 
website) provide a comprehensive basis for station area planning that takes into account 
context-sensitive solutions, connections between stations and their surroundings, 
pedestrian and bicycle access, aesthetics, infill development, outdoor spaces and 
entries, and parking area design. These guidelines are required to be used as part of the 
station area planning grants. 

BQ008-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 

The Authority used the information in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and input 
from agencies and the public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The decision included 
consideration of the project purpose and need and the project objectives presented in 
Chapter 1, Project Purpose and Need, as well as the objectives and criteria in the 
alternatives analysis and the comparative potential for environmental impacts. The 
Preferred Alternative balances overall impact on the environment and local 
communities, cost, and constructability constraints. For more detail please refer to 
Chapter 7, Preferred Alternative, in this Final EIR/EIS. 
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BAKERSFIELD 
HOMELESS CENTER 


October 12, 2012 


1600 East Truxtun Avenue 
Bakersfield CA 93505 
Afrmi <6611322-9199 
Pax <661)322-9203 


Mr. Mark McLoughlin 
California High Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 800 


E-fnail cwocton©bakhccom s acramen to, CA 95814 
www baktic com 


Board of Directors Dear Sir: 

Susie Geiger 

This comment focuses specifically on the B3 Alignment proposal for the California High Speed Rail 
i f .« croon through Bakersfield, California, that proposes an elevated train platform that travels directly over the 

v«ce Char per son center of the Bakersfield Homeless Center campus. 


Al Wagner 
Secretary 

Greg and Ann Braun 
Treasurers 

Robert Brumfield 
Immediate Past Charperson 

Jess Snyder 
Or Stanley Clark 
Bruce Keith 
Michelle Oxford 
Lorna H Brumfield 
Darlene Mohlke 
Jeff Warren 
Nick Ortiz 


The Bakersfield Homeless Center is stationed on a 86,683.78 sf adjoining lots on the eastern part of 
the City of Bakersfield and features 9 buildings totaling approximately 30,098 sf of improved 
buildings. The facility operates year round 24/7 providing crisis and stabilization for women and 
children who are experiencing homelessness. The services provided by the Bakersfield Homeless 
Center include emergency shelter for homeless women and children are extensive and range from 
immediate stabilization for individuals in crisis, to job development, housing, and aftercare services 
to assist families as they transition back into stable housing. 

While services are mainly provided for residents of the Bakersfield Homeless Center, many services 
are also provided for the homeless community at large. In the past year, the Bakersfield Homeless 
Center provided emergency, crisis and prevention services to more than 4,200 homeless individuals. 
Due to changes in the economy, the Bakersfield Homeless Center has experienced significant 
increases in demand for services. In the past year services were provided to 18% more adults, 34% 
more families, and 28% more children. In 2011 Bakersfield Homeless Center provided shelter to over 
1,000 individuals; half were children. 


BO009-1 


Enn Henderson 
Colins Rimer 
Dr Darshan Shah 
Ernie Pineda 
Nile J Kinney 


Lou* Git 
Executive Drector 



The Bakersfield Homeless is a key component to the effectiveness of the Safety Net in Kern County. If 
the services at the Bakersfield Homeless Center were no longer available, there would be a 
tremendous increase in the stress placed upon a safety net that is already experiencing challenges in 
meeting the demands of the homeless population in the community. The Bakersfield Homeless 
Center is the only homeless shelter in Kern County that provides homeless services to families with 
small children, and single fathers. The closest facilities that provide comparable services to this 
population are in Lancaster and Fresno; both facilities continually operate at or near capacity and 
often refer their own population to the Bakersfield Homeless Center. It is also important to note that 
at this time there is no shelter who can offer services to single fathers in the entire San Joaquin Valley 
except the Bakersfield Homeless Shelter, thus there exists no other plausible alternative for a 
growing segment of the homeless population. 


B0009-3 


Homeless children are also at greater risk for entering the Child Protection Services system when parents are unable to 
have a safe place to house their children; currently the shelter services at Bakersfield Homeless Center are a key 
component of preventing this from happening. Bakersfield Homeless Center also offers one of the two licensed childcare 
centers in the entire state of California, removing this valuable resource may prevent homeless mothers and fathers from 
having a safe, nurturing place for their children to learn while they work or attend school. 

Alignment B3 travels through the center of the Bakersfield Homeless Center campus, destroying almost every building. If 
this alignment is chosen it will be necessary for the High Speed Rail Authority to provide the Bakersfield Homeless Center 
with an entirely new site in an acceptable location. The alignment shows the train traveling through the facility on a 
raised platform which will make the facility uninhabitable as a homeless center both during construction and post¬ 
construction. It would not be a feasible option to construct new or replacement buildings since the Bakersfield Homeless 
Center has already utilized all of its existing space. The construction of the B3 Alignment would also create major safety 
issues and concerns during the construction of the platform (and afterwards as well) since the site would encompass 
many of the walkways utilized by families and staff as they move from building to building. In short, there would be no 
possible way for the Bakersfield Homeless Center to conduct business and provide these critical services in the manner it 
currently does. 

The Bakersfield Homeless Center would also like to stress to the Authority the importance of providing an alternative 
location the Bakersfield Homeless Center upon adoption of the B3 alignment. The Bakersfield Homeless Center was 
originally constructed in over 35 years ago. Since the original construction date, the facility has been repeatedly 
expanded to the point where, today, the facility must be expanded once again to meet increased service needs. Also, as 
a result of increased service needs, the existing facility is in immediate need of repair and maintenance. It will not be 
possible to acquire the funds from donors and grants necessary to expand the facility or to make the necessary repairs if 
the B3 alignment is adopted. Further, since the construction on the platform would necessitate closure of the Center, the 
Bakersfield Homeless Center requires the transition to the new site be seamless with zero interruption in services to our 
population, any kind of disruption would create stress on families already in crisis, but also increased pressure for an 
already stressed safety net. It would not be acceptable for our facility to be closed for a single day; children should not 
be made to sleep outside or in vehicles. 

For any questions regarding this comment, please contact me at 661-322-9199. Thank you for your consideration in this 
matter. 


Sincerely, 


Louis Gill 

Chief Executive Officer 
Bakersfield Homeless Center 
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Response to Submission BO009 (Louis Gill, Bakersfield Homeless Center and Alliance Against 
Family Violence and Sexual Assault, October 19, 2012) 


BQ009-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI. 

The Authority understands the concern and importance of the services provided by the 
Bakersfield Homeless Shelter and has evaluated impacts and developed mitigation for 
this site. EIR/EIS Volume 1 Section 3.12, SO #6 documents the impact/potential 
displacement of the Bakersfield Homeless Shelter and SO-MM#3 describes measures 
planned to reduce the impacts. 

BQ009-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI. 

The Authority understands the concern and importance of the services provided by the 
Bakersfield Homeless Shelter and has evaluated impacts and developed mitigation for 
this site. EIR/EIS Volume I Section 3.12, SO #6 documents the impact/potential 
displacement of the Bakersfield Homeless Shelter and SO-MM#3 describes measures 
planned to reduce the impacts. 

BQ009-3 

The Authority understands the concern and importance of the services provided by the 
Bakersfield Homeless Shelter and has evaluated impacts and developed mitigation for 
this site. EIR/EIS Volume 1 Section 3.12, SO #6 documents the impact/potential 
displacement of the Bakersfield Homeless Shelter, and SO-MM#3 describes measures 
planned to reduce the impacts. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Submission BOOIO (Roger Hewett, Blair Air Services, Inc., October 18, 2012) 



patterns indoor elimination of marginal crops as growers will not risk the capital investment, if 
Lhey cm protect this from pest infe-stalion. 

During construction, die Draft EIR/EIS indicates that groups of workers will be working on the 
alignment, which stretches several hundred miles (Jirongh Fresno, Kings, Tulare and Kcm 
County. California Code of Regulations restricts applications when "there is the reasonable 
possibility of contamination to clothing pf individuals not involved in the application process," 
Considering this, construction of the High Speed Rail will restrict pesticide applications near die 
construction process. Meteorological conditions will determine the proximity of the restrictions 
and it is important to note that this is net just a restriction specific to aerial application, but to all 
application methods. I"bc inability (o apply agricultural chemicals will cause significant 
economic and social constraints to growers and the associated communities located along the 
high-speed rail alignment. 


October 15, 2011 

California High Speed Rail (I ISR) Authority 
Fresno to Bakers field EIR/EIS 
770 L Street, Suite SOW 
Sacramento, CA 9531® 

Subject; HSR Impacts to Aerial Applicators and Agriculture 
To Whom It May Concern: 

Ulair Air, (around and Helicopter Services is writing to comment on too California High Speed 
Rail Project Draft Environmental Impact Report I Environment Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS) 
for the Fresno to Bakersfield section. Blair Air, Ground and Helicopter has been providing aerial 
application services agricultural community in (he Central Valley for over sixty years. Our long 
history bare gives us an intimate knowledge of the crops, cropping pattern* and cultural practices 
unique to the Valley. Reviewing the Draft EIR/EIS, we find significant misrepresentation* or fact 
and the lack of identification of potential environmental and economic impacts to the agricultural 
community and ultimately the Central Valley economy. 

The Draft ELR/EfS discusses aerial application of pesticides on page 3, l+-56 under Impact AG 
#11- Effects on Aerial Spraying. The entire discussion focuses on the potential aviation 
restrictions for flying in or around structures that would be erected by the project. While the 
Federal Aviation Administration regulates aerial maneuvering that is required to make safe and 
effective aerial applications, the Draft EIR/EIS fails to address how this project would restrict the 
Hrial application of s«d, fertiliKem and cdier wop inputs during construction and once the rad 
becomes operational. 

Aerial application uses highly skilled professionals and specialiited technology to safely and 
efficiently assist California's agricultural community increase crop yields and minimize disease 
or pest pressure. Growers use aerial application to quickly make kc d and fertilizer applications 
□rim- to rain events and to knock down pest populations with precision timing. Given the 
growing concern lo dangers associated with the use of agricultural chemicals, we have adopted 
strict policies for application of materials where no human activity takes place. V. ith the 
introduction of human activity and potential migration of material*, our company w ill be forced 
to restrict ihe use aerial application near the high speed rail alignment. Ultimately, this anil 
restrict the grower’ s ability to maximize yields and will likely lead to changes in cropping 


During the operation of the high-speed rai l service, it is projected that a train will be as frequent 
as every 6 minutes in either direction- Our current operation policy near the BNSF freight trains 
is to fly in a holding pattern until the freight train has passed and then to resume aerial 
applications. With the operation of a high-speed train traversing ihe alignment every 6 minutes, 
our planes cannot and will not be able lo fly holding patterns due io the frequency and human 
activity. Again, the application of pesticides near human activity is restricted by regulation. 
Additionally, a s wc travel at speeds around 150 mph and the train travels at 220 mph it i£ 
extremely likely that the train could overcome an ng plane during a nearby pass, creating an 
additional hazard for our pilots making aerial applications nearby. The other issue associated 
with i Ik train Is the potential for winds created by the high-speed rail system. .Currently, along 
roads and the BNSF tracks the carrying winds may be fairly weak a* these train travel at 45-65 
raph versus the projected 220 mph for the HSR. We note that the HSR Authority has drafted a 
white paper 11 Induced Wind Impacts 11 but we do not believe that the analysis Ls comparable as it 
relies on British studies on human impacts not spray droplet movement. The construction and 
operation of HSR wilt have a Significant impact on agricultural practices and thereby Ihc 
agricultural economy due to the restrictions it will place on cultural practices and likely removal 
of agricultural produciion from lands along the route. 

The Draft EIR/EIS mikes a feeble attempt to address the impacts associated with Fart 137 flight 
paitemstesirictions and fails to fully identify and address restrictions it will place on the 
production of agricultural products, ultimately the economy of foe Central Valley. We call for 
the Draft EIR/EIS to completely and accurately evaluate the true restrictions and implications that 
the construction and operation of HSR will have on agricultural production in the Central Valley. 
This is vital not only for the health of ihe local economy that leant, heavily on Agriculture hut for 
live entire California economy which is supported by California Agriculture. 



Roger Hewett 
President 

Blair Air. Ground and Helicopter Services 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Response to Submission BOOIO (Roger Hewett, Blair Air Services, I nc., October 18, 2012) 


BQ010-1 

The Authority formed an agricultural working group to assist the Authority on agricultural 
issues. The working group is composed of university, government agencies, and 
agribusiness representatives. The group completed a white paper on pesticide use 
impacts in 2012 (this paper is on the Authority's website). That white paper reports the 
following: 

At the present time there are numerous railways that traverse the San Joaquin Valley. 
Additionally, the Valley has established interstate and state freeways, highways, and 
local roadways, which include their respective rights-of-way, and all are considered 
"transportation corridors." Transportation corridors are recognized as part of the overall 
environment of the Valley. Regulations already exist relating to pesticide use in or near 
transportation corridors. 

A new railway represents either a new impediment (where none previously existed) to 
customary agricultural practices or is an augmentation to an already existing 
transportation corridor footprint. Parcels where the new railway is proposed to be 
constructed, adjacent and parallel to an established transportation corridor, create a 
wider footprint to an existing corridor that is already subject to the protections prescribed 
in current pesticide use regulations. Growers adjacent to a widened transportation 
corridor will be managing their pesticide applications with the same use restrictions that 
were previously implemented due to their proximity to an existing corridor. 

Growers in the path of the railway where the route leaves an established transportation 
corridor and creates a new corridor across their farmland will be subject to the 
implementation of existing regulatory restrictions, depending on the conditions and 
circumstances of the type of pesticide being used. All that would be new to the grower 
would be the enforcement of existing regulations for conditions that did not exist prior to 
the construction of the route through their property. 

Choices of crops or livestock to produce would be influenced more by forces outside of 
a high-speed train than the train itself. Similarly, the choice of what pesticide to use for 
any particular need should not be influenced by a high-speed train any more than 
already exists for any other transportation corridor in the locality. The expectation of 
pesticide regulators would be that any pesticide application would be made in 


BQ010-1 

compliance with all applicable laws, regulations, and conditions. 

As to the issue of buffers adjacent to the HST alignment, their utilization will only be 
required where such a safety protocol is called for when making an application adjacent 
to a transportation corridor. There are no buffer zones specifically addressing passenger 
trains; therefore, a passenger train traveling at a high rate of speed does not create a 
need for a buffer zone different from those already established. 

There are several options available to farmers, so they may not have new spraying 
restrictions placed on them by their Agricultural Commissioner. For example, the farmer 
could change the pesticides they are proposing to use to ones that have fewer 
restrictions; they could also plant a different variety of crops adjacent to the HST, ones 
that do not require the application of pesticides with spraying restrictions. 

The Authority recognizes that possible changes to current spraying practice from the 
HST may reduce the productivity of a farmer’s remaining property. Those possible 
impacts would be taken into account by the 

appraiser at the time of right-of-way acquisition, and any diminution in value to a 
property owner’s remaining parcel(s) will be estimated by the appraiser through the 
appraisal process. This involves appraising the remainder as it contributes to the whole 
property value before acquisition, then appraising the remainder in the after condition as 
a separate parcel as though the project was constructed, and including any estimated 
damages to remainder, such as the cost of re-establishing irrigation systems, replacing 
wells, providing setbacks for aerial spraying, etc. The difference between these “before” 
and “after” values is termed as severance damages and will reflect any loss in value of 
the remainder. However, this will not cause a loss of agricultural land due to the 
construction in the manner proposed. 

BQ010-2 

The Fresno to Bakersfield Section is 114 miles long, and construction would not occur 
along its entire length at the same time. Construction would occur throughout the year 
while aerial spraying is typically concentrated during the growing season. Therefore, 
there will be many locations where spraying will take place where there are no project 
construction crews on the ground. Where construction and an adjacent landowner's 
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Continued 


BQ010-2 

plans for aerial spraying overlap, it is expected that the landowner and construction 
contractor can typically coordinate their schedules so both activities can be 
accommodated. 

As indicated in the response to FB2-668-1661, the HST would be treated as a 
transportation corridor for purposes of pesticide application. Such corridors are common 
throughout the Valley, and aerial spraying takes place adjacent to those corridors on a 
regular basis. 

There is a graph of induced airflow as a function of distance from the train in the 
referenced white paper (i.e., "Induced Wind Impacts"), which is available on the 
Authority's website. As noted on that graph, at 10 feet from the site of the train, wind 
speed is estimated to be 11.2 miles per hour, which is within 5 to 10% of the predicted 
wind speed in the British study referenced in this comment. These speeds are 
comparable to daily average wind speeds from both the Merced to Fresno airport 
reporting stations. In other words, the wind speed generated by passage of a FIST 
train is not greater than existing average wind speeds. The HST right-of-way when at- 
grade is nominally 100 to 120 feet wide, with the two tracks centered and 16.5 feet 
apart. The distance of 10 feet falls well within the HST right-of-way. Therefore, the HST 
should not significantly influence spray droplet dispersion. 
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BO011-1 


BO011-2 


BO011-3 


October 17. 2012 

Fresno to Bakersfield 

Revised Draft E[R/5upplemerita] Draft EIS Comment 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

To Whom tr May Concern; 

On behalf of the members of the California Tracking Assentation (CTA) thank yon for allowing us to 
submit Formal comments in response to the Revised Draft EIR/EES for the Fresno to Bakersfield segment 
of the California High Speed Rail Project. CTA is a non profit trade organization representing over 2,500 
individual trucking companies and suppliers. Members of our association range from single truck owner- 
operators to large Fortune 500 companies, and we ate the largest state tracking organization in the 
country. 

Within the bou ndaries of the Fresno to Bakersfield segment., a substantial amount of our membership is 
either headquarted in the local area or has terminal operations For regional Freight activity, Our Valley 
based members will stand to benefit from a number of the roadway improvemems that arc included i n 
the alternatives outlined in the draft EIR/EIS. Of particular note arc the crossings that will be developed 
in the rural sections of the segment where trucks arc used to access agricultural activities. 

However, as we rune in our formal comments, our membership has concerns regarding the const ruction 
schedule that will be needed to complete the roadways crossings in these respective areas, Nevertheless, 
if the High Speed Rail Authority actively works with their agency partners to communicate with private 
Industry about mitigating the impacts of the needed construction. CTA is confident that this endeavor 
could be successful 



On a statewide basis, our members haul close to B5 perccnr of all freight tonnage traveling in California. 
In order to move this freight tonnage, our members depend cm a safe, reliable, and efficient roadway 
system. Clearly, our membership has a substantial interest in projects that reduce roadway congestion 
from single passenger vehicles, Looking ahead toward the 2015 planning timeframe, the need for 
increased goods movement efficiency on our roadways is magnified even more when considering the 
growth projected in overall traffic levels. 

Although the Fresno to Bakersfield segment has much to be commended on, CTA still has significant 
concern* on the funding plans outlined to date by the California High Speed Rail Authority. In 
particular, wears concerned about the use of revenues generated by weight fees collected from 
commercial monor vehicles to pay for the debt servicing of Proposition 1A bonds. As such, CTA looks 
forward to working with other tra nsportation stakeholders to find ways to sustainably Fund our existing 
roadway sysrem. 


However, for the purposes of the DraFt EIR/EIS in question, it is our hope tha t you find the following 
comments helpful in your planning efforts. Please do not hesitate to contact us with any questions 
regarding the commercial trucking industry's input on this pnojoct- 


Sincerely, 



lighway Policy Manager 
California Trucking Association 


BO011-4 


BO011-5 


BO011-6 


BO011-7 


BO011-8 


BO011-9 


BOOH-10 


California Trucking Association (CTA) 

California High Speed Rail Authority (Authority) 

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/EIS Comments 

Roadway Crossings 

• The California Trucking Association (CTA) is supportive of the proposed rural roadway 
crossing construction outlined for all of the alternatives under consideration in Fresno, 
Kings, Tulare, and Kern Counties (Appendix 2-A). These enhanced over/under crossings 
will enhance goods movement particularly in the agricultural sector which depends 
heavily on rural roads in order to access points of harvesting. 

• The crossings will also be an upgrade from a safety standpoint when one considers the 
fact that most existing rail crossings in the valley are “at-grade”. CTA encourages that 
these crossings be made consistent with Caltrans’ construction standards that are 
capable of accommodating typical truck size and weight dimensions as well as permitted 
extra legal loads. 


Roadway Crossing Construction Schedule 

• Although CTA is supportive of the construction of upgraded roadway crossings, we urge 
the Authority to develop a comprehensive plan to phase-in their construction as to not 
impede goods movement. If the Authority and its planners were to construct the large 
overcrossings outlined in the Draft EIR/EIS all at the same time motor carriers, their 
customers, and California consumers will suffer. This is a vital need that cannot be 
overemphasized, particularly for motor carriers that haul agricultural products. 

• CTA urges the Authority to work with both private and public sector partners to 
develop a responsible mitigation plan. In advance of any construction, a comprehensive 
communication and outreach strategy' would be needed to communicate temporary 
closure plans to motor carriers. 

• The Authority should build off of Caltrans’ construction notification template by 
notifying motor carriers in advance of any construction utilizing all mediums of 
communication including email, social media, and media advisories. 

• In addition, the Authority working with both public and private sector partners, should 
consider future outreach meetings and town halls in order to notify the motor carrier 
industry of its plans. CTA stands ready to assist the authority? in these outreach 
strategies. 


Impact TR $7 Severely Flawed 

• In the Draft EIR/EIS’ review of construction period impacts the Authority cites a 

statistic that 'Traffic volumes on local roads are generally less than 500 vehicles per day” 
(Transportation 3.2-69). This statistic is greatly flawed when one considers that rural 
road use can vary greatly depending on the agricultural schedule of the various crops 
grown in the Valley. 
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Submission BOOH (RJ Cervantes, California Trucking Association, October 17, 2012) - Continued 


BO011-11 

BO011-12 


On some rural roads during peak harvesting season, trucks alone can make thousands of 
trips to reach points close to production. 

The Authority should consider alternative means to study and review rural road usage to 
come up with a more comprehensive figure that takes into consideration these 
agriculturally based realities. At a minimum, die Final EIR should acknowledge that not 
all rural roads are consistent with the 500 vehicle per day statistic. 


BO011-19 


Property Acquisition 

• CTA member companies in the Fresno area are amongst the businesses whose properties 
will need to be acquired for righr of way purposes for this segment of the project. CTA 
strongly urges the Authority to continue outreach programs for these businesses, 
particularly for businesses located on or near S. Railroad Avenue in Fresno. 


BO011-13 


BO011-14 


BO011-15 


Impact TR #10 Requires Trucking Perspective 

• In its review of “Impacts on Regional Transportation System” (Transportation 3.2-70 to 
3.2-72), the Authority has failed to study or mention the impacts of this High Speed Rail 
segment on the freight transportation activity conducted by commercial trucking 
industry. Other modes of freight transportation have been reviewed and studied for the 
purposes of this exercise. 

• CTA recommends that the Authority study the impacts of the Fresno to Bakersfield 
segment of the High Speed Rail Project on the commercial trucking industry and add a 
summary of the identified impacts in the Final EIR/EIS. 

• CTA highly recommends that in advance of the Final EIR/EIS, the Authority further 
study the impacts on truck access in the area bounded on the west by State Rotes 99 and 
41, to the north by E. Ventura Avenue, to the east by S. Cedar Avenue, and to the south 
by E. Central Avenue. This quadrant represents one of Fresno’s main areas for trucking, 
warehousing, and distribution activity. Specifically, the Authority should identify 
alternatives for access into this quadrant for trucks traveling north and south on 
Highway 99. 


BO011-16 


BO011-17 


BO011-18 


Truck Routes 

• CTA recommends that the Authority also identify impacts of the project on existing 
STAA Truck Routes that cross the rail lines in all of the alternatives. These truck routes 
are essential to the Valley economy, serving as established routes for interstate trucks 
that are moving goods in and out of the area. 

• Any impacts on these specific routes should be identified as soon as possible and 
highlighted in future outreach programs (CTA recommendation listed above) that the 
Authority conducts with the commercial trucking industry. 

• CTA recommends that the Authority, in collaboration with local transportation 
departments, should also identify existing local Truck Access Agreements that are in 
effect between cities and counties with businesses in the local community. If identified 
Truck Access Agreements are found to be disrupted due to the construction of the 
segment, the Authority should work with local transportation departments and law 
enforcement entities to indentify alternatives for these businesses to receive their 
deliveries so that commerce can continue to move. 
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BOQ11-1 

The proposed project would construct numerous road improvements, including grade 
separations with the existing BNSF Railroad tracks, that would improve traffic 
circulation. 

BQ011-2 

The Authority will work with the other appropriate agencies to effectively communicate 
with affected parties to ensure that access to their premises is maintained throughout 
the construction period. 

BQ011-3 

Legislation enacted in 2011 (AB 105 or Fuel Tax Swap Fix) redirects the Truck Weight 
Fee revenue from the State Highway Account to the General Fund for payment on 
current general obligation bond debt service for specified voter-approved transportation 
bonds (Transportation Funding in California Report, Caltrans: Economic Analysis 
Branch, 2011). While, the high-speed rail project is not directly funded by the state’s 
general fund (i.e., it is not a line item in the budget), the State's general fund will be 
tapped to pay back the bonded indebtedness incurred. 

In 2008, the California Legislative Analyst’s Office estimated the cost of Proposition 1A 
to be approximately $19.4 billion. This assumed that the bonds would be sold at an 
average interest rate of 5 percent, and assuming a repayment period of 30 years. This 
would include the cost of both principal ($9.95 billion) and interest ($9.5 billion). The 
actual cost of repaying these bonds depends upon the interest rate offered at the time of 
sale and on the bond's length of maturity. 

Legislation enacted in 2011 (Assembly Bill [AB] 105 or Fuel Tax Swap Fix) redirects the 
Truck Weight Fee revenue from the State Highway Account to the General Fund for 
payment on current general obligation bond debt service for specified voter-approved 
transportation bonds (Caltrans 2011). Although the high-speed rail project is not directly 
funded by the state’s General Fund (i.e., it is not a line item in the budget), the State's 
General Fund will be tapped to pay back the bonded indebtedness incurred. 

In 2008, the California Legislative Analyst’s Office estimated the cost of Proposition 1A 
to be approximately $19.4 billion. This cost assumed that the bonds would be sold at an 
average interest rate of 5% and assumed a repayment period of 30 years. This cost 
would include the cost of both principal ($9.95 billion) and interest ($9.5 billion). The 


BQ011-3 

actual cost of repaying these bonds depends on the interest rate offered at the time of 
sale and on the bond's length of maturity. 

BQ011-4 

Your support for the proposed overcrossings and undercrossings is noted. 

BQ011-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-08. 

Roadways are designed to standards outlined by the 2012 Caltrans Highway Design 
Manual (Caltrans 2012a) or the local design standard, whichever is more stringent, 
including those designated Extralegal Load; ongoing coordination with local agencies 
will continue through the design and procurement process, as necessary, to address 
these concerns. 

BQ011-6 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-01. 

A construction management plan would be prepared during final design that outlines 
transportation detours, plans to accommodate emergency service routes, and outreach 
activities to manage expectations and traffic constraints, among other items. This type of 
plan is a standard practice that would incorporate review and comments by affected 
local agencies. 

BQ011-7 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-01. 

The Authority appreciates the comment and plans a comprehensive public outreach 
program for informing affected communities, residences, and businesses about 
construction activities and mitigation as the project progresses. 

BQ011-8 

The Authority appreciates the suggestion and will consider it as the project progresses. 
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BQ011-9 

The Authority recognizes this additional public outreach opportunity and will consider it 
for future public engagement. 

BQ011-10 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02. 

The reference to "local roads" refers to roads that serve generally rural areas that are 
not heavily traveled on a regular basis. All roads that cross the alignment were 
evaluated for average daily traffic, and roads that serve high volumes of traffic or are 
otherwise important routes were considered for overcrossings, whether they were in a 
"rural" area or not. Roads with volumes under 500 vehicles per day were considered for 
closure because the vehicles could use other crossings on alternative detour routes that 
would add 1 mile or less in out-of-direction travel or less to a trip. This change would be 
an inconvenience but would not restrict continued access. 

BOQ11-11 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02. 

The reference to "local roads" refers to roads that serve generally rural areas that are 
not heavily traveled on a regular basis. All roads that cross the alignment were 
evaluated for average daily traffic, and roads that serve high volumes of traffic or are 
otherwise important routes were considered for overcrossings, whether they were in a 
"rural" area or not. Roads with volumes under 500 vehicles per day were considered for 
closure because the vehicles could use other crossings on alternative detour routes that 
would add 1 mile or less in out-of-direction travel or less to a trip. This change would be 
an inconvenience but would not restrict continued access. 

BQ011-12 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02. 

The Final EIR/EIS discusses applicable impacts on Surface Transportation Assistance 
Act 

(STAA) truck routes in the analysis described for Impact TR #8 - Regional 


BQ011-12 

Transportation Impacts from Construction Material Hauling, Impact TR #10 - Impacts on 
Regional Transportation System, and Impact TR #11 - Changes in Vehicle Movements 
and Flow on Flighways and Roadways. 

The reference to "local roads" refers to roads that serve generally rural areas that are 
not heavily traveled on a regular basis. All roads that cross the alignment were 
evaluated for average daily traffic, and roads that serve high volumes of traffic or are 
otherwise important routes were considered for overcrossings whether they were in a 
"rural" area or not. Roads with volumes under 500 vehicles per day were considered for 
closure because the vehicles could use other crossings on alternative detour routes that 
would add 1 mile or less in out-of-direction travel or less to a trip. This change would be 
an inconvenience but would not restrict continued access. 

BQ011-13 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS discusses applicable impacts on truck traffic 
through the analysis found in Impact TR #8 - Regional Transportation Impacts from 
Construction Material Hauling, Impact TR #10 - Impacts on Regional Transportation 
System, and Impact TR #11 - Changes in Vehicle Movements and Flow on Highways 
and Roadways. 

BQ011-14 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS discusses applicable impacts on truck traffic 
through the analysis found in Impact TR #8 - Regional Transportation Impacts from 
Construction Material Hauling, Impact TR #10 - Impacts on Regional Transportation 
System, and Impact TR #11- Changes in Vehicle Movements and Flow on Highways 
and Roadways. 

The Final EIR/EIS discusses applicable impacts on truck traffic through the analysis 
found in Impact TR #8 - Regional Transportation Impacts from Construction Material 
Hauling, Impact TR #10 - Impacts on Regional Transportation System, and Impact TR 
#11 - Changes in Vehicle Movements and Flow on Highways and Roadways. 
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BQ011-15 

The following roads are proposed to be closed within the area described in the 
comment, between Ventura Avenue and E. Central Avenue: The Golden Gate 
Boulevard off-ramps and a portion of E. Central Avenue, which currently does not 
provide access across the BNSF right-of-way. Access to this area described in the 
comment will be maintained for vehicles and trucks. Based on existing field traffic counts 
of similar roadways and information from local agencies, the traffic volumes on these 
local roads are less than 500 vehicles per day. Therefore, limited traffic level of service 
impacts are expected as a result of the closures and diversion of traffic. 

BQ011-16 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02. 

The Final EIR/EIS discusses applicable impacts to Surface Transportation Assistance 
Act 

(STAA) truck routes in the analysis described for Impact TR #8 - Regional 
Transportation Impacts from Construction Material Hauling, Impact TR #10 - Impacts on 
Regional Transportation System, and Impact TR #11 - Changes in Vehicle Movements 
and Flow on Highways and Roadways. 

Vehicles that use other crossings on alternative detour routes would add 1 mile or less 
in out-of-direction travel or less to a trip. This change would be an inconvenience but 
would not restrict continued access. The Final EIR/EIS discusses applicable impacts on 
STAA truck routes through the analysis found in Impact TR #8 - Regional 
Transportation Impacts from Construction Material Hauling, Impact TR #10 - Impacts on 
Regional Transportation System, and Impact TR #11- Changes in Vehicle Movements 
and Flow on Highways and Roadways. 

BQ011-17 

The Authority recognizes this additional public outreach opportunity and will consider it 
for future public engagement. 

The Final EIR/EIS discusses applicable impacts on Surface Transportation Assistance 
Act (STAA) truck routes through the analysis found in Impact TR #8 - Regional 
Transportation Impacts from Construction Material Hauling, Impact TR #10 - Impacts on 


BQ011-17 

Regional Transportation System, and Impact TR #11 - Changes in Vehicle Movements 
and Flow on Highways and Roadways. 

BQ011-18 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01. 

The HST project will not preclude or restrict any Truck Access Agreements between 
cities and counties with local businesses. Vehicle access across the route will remain 
available on other crossings. 

BQ011-19 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01. 

The Authority recognizes this additional public outreach opportunity and will consider it 
for future public engagement. 

Outreach activities will continue throughout the property acquisition and relocation 
phase. 
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BO012-1 


BO012-2 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Revised Draft EIR/ 
Supplemental EISforthe Fresno to Bakersfield High Speed Rail project. 

*Bakersfield subsidence issues not properly mitigated or acknowledged* 

The foundation of design for the high speed rail project is a series of 
Technical Memos written by the Authority's Program Manager. TM 
2.9.10 Geotechnical Analysis and Design Guidelines, relevant pages attached 
and entire document incorporatedby reference as it available on the 
Authority's own website, makes certain statements about engineering 
requirements given certain geotechnical conditions. In one case, it states: 

"For track segments located in relatively large-scale geographic areas 
where deep-seated regional subsidence is an ongoing problem with expected 
duration to continue over some or all of the 

design life, typical ground improvement measures may not be economically 
feasible." 

The EIR states that Bakersfield has experienced just such subsidence 
recently. It then states that* "conventional engineering design; for 
example, periodic reballasting of the tracks, will be implemented to 
mitigate for areas susceptible to or experiencing ground subsidence."* 
Reballasting of the tracks is only available where tracks are ballasted. 

The entire Bakersfield alignment is a long aerial. The Authority has stated 
repeatedly that ballasted tracks will not be used on such structures. Given 
the challenges mentioned in the technical memo and recent serious issues in 
Taiwan related to subsidence, the EIR should discuss in more detail 
mitigation strategies or consequences of subsidence on rail infrastructure. 

In Taiwan, extensive limits on groundwater extraction and other measures 
have been required. In Bakersfield, water extraction has caused subsidence, 
along with oil and gas extraction. Any potential limits on these activities 
should be discussed. 

*Populations of concern not adequately addressed* 


examination of census boundaries (tract, block 
group, and block) to approximate the identified district boundaries as 
closely as possible. The district boundaries are not drawn exactly to meet 
the 0.5-mile study area radius, but rather to 

identify the relevant area based on demographics and cohesion that needs to 
be examined in the context of a community. 

The Northeast Bakersfield District is not completely contained within the 

project study area. This neighborhood, which lies south of East Truxtun 

Avenue between Union Avenue and Oswell 

Street, is only partially within the defined project study area for the 

Fresno to Bakersfield Section, but is examined as a whole community in this 

document. This is done because the Bakersfield to 

Palmdale Section of the HST project would continue from the Bakersfield 

station and bisect this neighborhood. Therefore, it is important to examine 

potential impacts on this community as a 

cohesive whole rather than have the analysis split the neighborhood between 
the two environmental documents." 

What this section fails to mention, but is captured by a map from the EIR 
that we have included, is that the district that was chosen to represent 
the affected parties in a 1/2 mile radius is literally 20 miles long and 
perhaps 10 miles wide. This ends up dramatically understating the high 
levels of poverty and other socio-economic indicators of those that will be 
in the path of the train. The EIR should look at the socio-economic status 
of those in the 1/2 mile project radius discussed, or as close as 
practicable. 


BO012-3 


*Amtrak* 

The document states "it is likely that Amtrak San Joaquin rail service 
would improve as the San Joaquin line would connect and/or provide direct 
service to existing markets between HST 
stations and/or markets not served by HST. " 


This project disproportionately affects populations of concern. We would 
highlight the population along the project in east Bakersfield. 

The EIR states: 

"District boundaries were determined based on current definitions used by 
city staff (Fresno) interviews with local planners (Bakersfield), and 


This is in complete contradiction to statements made publicly by California 
High Speed Rail Authority that San Joaquin service will no longer operate 
between Merced and Bakersfield. Attached is a memo from the Authority's 
contractor in February 2012 explaining that, "Increasing collaboration with 
Amtrak has subsequently led to the assumption that their service would 
terminate at Merced, with easy transfers to HSR." 
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Even the possibility of elimination of Amtrak service should be discussed 
and mitigations offered as stations such as Corcoran and Wasco would be 
left without any interregional transportation options. Greyhound does not 
serve these markets as they are not on a major highway. 

In addition, station locations would be moved in Fresno and Hanford. In 
Fresno, the current Amtrak station is located next to the County Medical 
Center. The Hanford station is currently located in the downtown, offering 
easy access to homes and busineses. Neither of the proposed sites for a 
Hanford high speed rail station would do so. 


Regards, 

Elizabeth 


Elizabeth Goldstein Alexis 

Co-founder Californians Advocating Responsible Rail Design (CARRD) 

cell (650) 996-8018 

www.calhsr.com 


^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 
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BQ012-1 

Subsidence from groundwater or petroleum withdrawal is addressed in the Final 
EIR/EIS (see Section 3.9.4.4, Geologic Hazards). Substantial subsidence has occurred 
in the San Joaquin Valley, primarily due to groundwater extraction; however, the areas 
with greatest land subsidence (over 20 feet was recorded between 1926 and 1970) are 
in the western portion of the San Joaquin Valley (primarily western Fresno County) 
(Sneed 2013). In the area of the HST alignment, subsidence has been far less, with 
subsidence measured at between 1 and 4 feet between 1926 and 1970 (less than 1 inch 
per year) (Faunt 2009; Galloway and Riley 1999; USBR 2011), with the major area of 
subsidence north of Wasco outside the project alignment. Over the last several 
decades, the use of pipelines and aqueducts for surface water deliveries has reduced 
dependence on groundwater for agricultural use, and land subsidence has slowed or 
reversed in some areas of the San Joaquin Valley, though there was some additional 
localized subsidence during the droughts of 1976/1977 and 1987 to 1991 due to 
temporary increases in groundwater pumping (Galloway and Riley 1999). 

The project does not include features such as major new sources of groundwater 
extraction that would contribute to the existing subsidence problem. Design standards 
take into account the expected rate of subsidence. The Technical Memorandum titled 
Geotechnical Analysis and Design Guidelines (Authority 2011 g) limits differential 
settlement to less than 3/8 inch in over 62 feet (1:2000) for non-ballasted track and to 
less than 3 A inch over 62 feet (1:1000) for ballasted track. For aerial tracks, the 
maximum displacement is L/1500 (L= smallest span). This displacement is similar to 
allowable values in other countries (for example, in Taiwan). To ensure that trains can 
run at their maximum speed of 220 miles per hour (mph) (350 kilometers per hour 
[km/hour]), differential settlement between neighboring piers should not exceed 1:1000 
for simply supported spans and 1:1500 for continuous spans (Moh 2004). The above 
standards are much less restrictive than the 5 millimeters (mm) in 100 years subsidence 
suggested by the commenter. (Note: absolute settlement is not as important as 
differential settlement because if the entire alignment settles the same amount, the track 
would still be level.) Also, an effect known as “negative skin friction” can occur in areas 
subject to subsidence. This effect is in essence an additional downward force on a pier 
in addition to the weight of the tracks and trains. Design criteria have been developed to 
account for this effect; these criteria require the use of improved pier design. 


BQ012-1 

For this reason, the project will be designed so that geotechnical constraints (e.g., 
subsidence from groundwater withdrawal, soil settlement from new earth load) do not 
result in premature degradation of the alignment so that speeds are reduced 
or operation and maintenance costs are unacceptably high. Also, new techniques are 
being developed (see Gi et al. 2009; Kim et al. 2010) that use satellite data to monitor 
ground deformation around long linear infrastructure (e.g., high-speed rail) to identify 
potential problems of subsidence before they become a safety issue. Prerequisite 
geotechnical and geologic evaluations, design features, and management measures to 
reduce or eliminate risk from poor or unexpected geologic conditions or from long-term 
effects of the project on geology are described in the EIR/EIS. 

BOQ12-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-07. 

East Bakersfield is identified as an EJ community in Table 3.12-6. As described in 
Section 3.12.5.1, an extensive EJ public and agency outreach program was conducted 
throughout the EIR/EIS process in accordance with Executive Order 12898 that 
encouraged participation from EJ communities of concern affected by the Project. 

BOQ12-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-12, FB-Response-GENERAL-13. 
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Figure 3.12-3 

Districts within the city of Bakersfield 
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program shall be developed by the geotechnical engineer and then implemented during and after 
the construction phase to monitor settlement at the acceptance check timeframe after laying 
track, and then long term residual settlement as part of the track maintenance program. 



Figure 3-7: Different Settlement Parts by Time 

Reference: Figure no. 22 of UIC-719R (2008) 

Per UIC 719R Section 2.10.2.2, elastic vertical displacement of earthworks under load is usually 
not a design criterion, as resistance of continuous supporting structure generally implies very low 
vertical displacement (typically 0.1 to 0.2 mm on top of supporting structure). However design 
criteria may exist to limit elastic deformation to a percentage of deformation of track components 
to manage the global track stiffness. 

3.6.8 Embankment Foundation Settlement Mitigation and Foundation Modification Using 
Ground Improvement Methods 

For track embankment segments or at-grade trackway features that do not meet settlement 
criteria or indicate stability problems, advanced mitigation measures such as pre-loading, over¬ 
excavation and replacement, or other ground improvement methods shall be considered for 
geotechnical design. 

Ground improvement measures may also be necessary for advance mitigation of potential 
seismic hazards (such as liquefaction or seismic stability) or other geologic hazards such as 
collapsible soils, potential hydro-consolidation, regional subsidence, etc. The selection of 
mitigation methods or candidate ground improvement options for preliminary design shall follow 
the process described in detail in the FHWA Ground Improvement Reference Manuals, Volumes I 
and, FHWA-NH1-06-019/020 dated 2006. 

A settlement monitoring program shall be developed and implemented by the geotechnical 
engineer during the construction phase for any mitigation method selected. Interferometric 
Synthetic Aperture Radar (InSAR) techniques shall be considered as possible methods for large 
scale regional monitoring in addition to traditional surveying and the use of geotechnical 
instrumentation during and after construction. 

For track segments located in relatively large-scale geographic areas where deep-seated regional 
subsidence is an ongoing problem with expected duration to continue over some or all of the 
design life, typical ground improvement measures may not be economically feasible. The 


geotechnical engineer shall identify the approximate regional boundary limits for these segments 
and shall provide information to the track and civil designers regarding expected range in total 
magnitude and estimated rate (inches per year) of future regional subsidence movements. . 

3.6.9 Evaluation of Earthwork-Related Factors for Shrink/Swell (Shrinkage and Bulking) 
Estimation 

The geotechnical engineers shall provide shrinkage/swell factors for the anticipated cut and 
embankment fill soils for purposes of earthwork quantity computations. Available reference 
sources in common use for approximate factors (earthwork shrink/swell) are listed as follows: 

• Shrink/Swell Factors for Common Materials - Exhibit 4.6-F, FHWA Geotechnical 
Technical Guidance Manual (draft) 2007 

• Geotechnical Design Manual M46-03 - State of Washington Department of 
Transportation, Chapter 10 Soil Cut Design, Table 10-1 Approximate Shrink/Swell 
Factors, WADOT Manual dated September 2005 

Earthwork quantity estimation shall also consider embankment overbuild (higher elevation than 
design profile) that may be necessary on a segment-by-segment basis to allow for short-term and 
long-term settlement movement of the embankment and/or underlying foundation soils supporting 
trackway embankments. 

3.6.10 Erosion Control for Embankment Features 

Geotechnical studies for design shall provide recommendations to the engineering designers for 
erosion control needs. Evaluations shall be based on characterization of embankment materials, 
potential water sources, railway geometries and slope design. Design recommendations shall be 
provided to control surface drainage when integral to the design or performance of the earth 
structures, such as surface drainage ditches on slopes, interceptor ditches, and drainage 
channels. Geotechnical evaluation to support selection and preliminary design for erosion control 
shall follow the processes described in the reference document titled Design and Implementation 
of Erosion and Sediment Control - Reference Manual, FHWA NHI-05-013, 2006. 

The design details or requirements shall be incorporated in the geotechnical report and 
construction plans. Geotechnical discipline shall coordinate with the hydrology and hydraulics 
and civil design disciplines for erosion control since they provide project-wide drainage design for 
the control of surface drainage. If long-term erosion control measures will include establishing 
vegetation on slopes, then consideration shall be given to the use of erosion mats or other 
stabilization methods for slope inclinations steeper than 3H:1 V. 

Geotechnical design recommendations shall also include evaluation of temporary construction 
erosion control requirements on cut-and-fill slopes when integral to geotechnical design or 
performance. For example, the requirement to provide bench drainage during construction of 
slopes may be required to ensure construction-phase stability. 

3.7 Retaining Walls, Fill Walls, and Reinforced Soil Systems 

3.7.1 Definitions and Wall Types Including Acceptable and Unacceptable Walls 

Engineered earth retention systems may retain soil permanently or (in the case of construction) 
temporarily. Similar to the function of retaining walls, the function of reinforced soil slopes (RSS) 
is to strengthen the mass of earth material such that a steep (generally up to about 1 H:2V) slope 
can be formed. Steep RSSs generally do not require a structural facing, whereas retaining walls 
typically use structural facing. RSSs often use a permanent erosion control matting with low 
vegetation as a slope cover to prevent erosion. 

Walls shall be classified as either a “fill wall” or a “cut wall.” Examples of fill walls include 
standard cantilever walls, mechanically stabilized earth (MSE) walls, and modular gravity walls 
(gabions, bin walls, and crib walls). Cut walls include U-walls, soil nail walls, cantilever soldier- 
pile walls, and ground-anchored walls (other than nail walls). 

Walls shall be further classified as gravity, semi-gravity, non-gravity cantilever, anchored, or in- 
situ reinforced. For geotechnical design, the various wall classifications, definitions, and 
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To: Ridership Peer Review Panel 
From: Thierry Prate, Parsons Brinckerhoff 

Re: IOS South frequency to Merced and impacts on San Joaquin Valley traffic 

This memorandum provides a clarification of the service frequency to Merced used in the IOS 
South scenario and its impact on the San Joaquin Valley traffic. The Peer Review Panel (PRP) has 
noted counter-intuitive results when comparing the lOS-South runs with Bay to Basin or Phase 1, 
as a greater volume of riders was observed in the San Joaquin Valley with the IOS South 
segment than with Bay to Basin or Phase 1. 

Two main factors contribute to these seemingly contradictory results: 

• Evolving hypotheses regarding Amtrak's San Joaquin service, and 

• The routing of Bay Area passengers through Merced in the IOS South scenario 

In the earliest runs used for the Business Plan (Phase 1 high and low), Amtrak was assumed to 
continue south of Merced to Bakersfield. Increasing collaboration with Amtrak has subsequently 
led to the assumption that their service would terminate at Merced, with easy transfers to HSR. 
This assumption was used in more recent scenarios, including IOS South. We are currently 
working on the revision of the Phase 1 scenario specification, and will rerun Phase 1 (Runs 36 
and 39) with the revised hypothesis. 

The second element is related to the level of service from Merced in the IOS South runs 
compared with the later stages of Bay to Basin and Phase 1. 

The current IOS South proposed scenario has more frequent trains between Merced and Fresno 
compared to the Phase 1 or Bay to Basin scenarios, resulting in slightly more local service within 
San Joaquin Valley for IOS South than for the later segments. This is due to Merced's position as 
the sole northern terminal in the IOS configuration, which requires that all traffic to and from 
the Bay Area travel through Merced, rather than just the traffic to Sacramento and the north 
San Joaquin Valley, as in the case of the Bay to Basin and Phase 1. More explicitly, in the IOS 
South scenario, HST passengers from the Bay Area would either drive to/from the Merced 
station or take one of the dedicated feeder services routed through Merced; in the Phase 1 or 
Bay to Basin scenarios, these same passengers would be routed directly to Fresno, bypassing 
Merced. 

The graphic on the left side of the next page shows the proposed service in one direction in one 
peak hour for the IOS South configuration, consisting of four trains to Merced and a variety of 
feeder services. After the opening of the Bay to Basin segment to San Jose, ridership forecast 
results indicate that there will only be enough riders to fill two trains per hour at the peak in 
Merced. The graphic on the right side of the next page shows this situation for the Bay to Basin 
configuration, in which four trains per hour operate to San Jose, and two per hour to Merced, 
with reduced feeder service. 

This phasing sequence is better than the alternatives, which would either: 


PARSONS 

BRINCKERHOFF 
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Memorandum 


• continue to operate four trains per hour to Merced in the later stages, with load factors 
at half the normal level; or 

• operate only two trains per hour in the IOS South configuration, which would result in 
insufficient capacity. 

The table below presents the load factors derived for the IOS South and the Bay to Basin 
scenarios for a 2030 Base Year (i.e. each scenario was operating in 2030 after full ramp up). 

For the IOS South, the peak traffic is between Kings/Tulare and Fresno. The peak traffic for Bay 
to Basin is between Fresno and the Wye where the trains to San Jose and Merced part ways. The 
4 trains per hour assumption is met by using a combination of single and double trainsets. While 
it is theoretically possible to consider 3 trains per hour using double trainsets in the IOS South 
scenario, an analysis of the cash flow has indicated that such a scenario would lower the 
revenue with very little savings in operating cost. The approach retained was to maximize the 
bottom line as a private operator would do in such circumstances. 


Base Year (2030) 

Remarks 


IOS South Peak Hour, One Way 



Riders 

Trains 

Trainsets 

Seats 

Load Factor 


Merced - Fresno 

1900 

4 

5 

2250 

84% 


San Jose - Fresno 

n.a. 

n.a. 

n.a. 

n.a. 

n.a. 



Bay to Basin Peak Hour, One Way 



Riders 

Trains 

Trainsets 

Seats 

Load Factor 


Merced - Fresno 

900 

2 

3 

1350 

67% 

with 2 sets load factor = 100% 

San Jose - Fresno 

2500 

4 

7 

3150 

79% 

with 6 sets load factor = 93% 


Note: 450 seats per trainset was assumed for this analysis 
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HSR Operating Patterns - 
Draft Business Plan & Current Run Specifications 

Trains in peak hour, one direction 

IQS South Bay to Basin 


SF 


Oakland 


Sacramento 


SF 


Sacramento 
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Construction of new high speed rail stations to 
begin 

2012/07/25 19:58:44 

Taipei, July 25 (CNA) Construction of new high speed rail stationsin Miaoli, 
Changhua and Yunlin counties will start by the end of July, as all three 
projects have passed environmental impact assessments, transport 
officials said Wednesday. 

According to the officials, the approval by the Environmental 
ProtectionAdministration (EPA) means that previous concerns over 
whether constructionwork will worsen the railway's subsidence problems 
in central Taiwan havebeen brought under control. 

"The main construction is likely to start by the end of this year as soon as 
building permits are issued," said Wang Shi-dian, a deputy section chief of 
the Bureau of High Speed Rail. 

Wang said the three stations, to be built at a cost of NT$7.5 billion (US$249 
million), are expected to start operating in mid 2015, making the service 
available to residents in 12 urban areas on Taiwan's western corridor. 

The construction was given a green light after a six-month evaluation 
processshowed that the Taiwan High Speed Rail Co. had managed to fix 
problems of waterand soil conservation, according to the EPA. 

For instance, it has built rainwater catchment pools near where the 
Changhuastation will be located, as well as facilities to help monitor the 
ecology near the Miaoli station. 

Bureau data also shows that subsidence in three out of the four major 
sites along the planned high speed rail route has been eased. 


However, the data also shows that the site that has suffered theworst 
subsidence, where the elevated railway crosses ProvincialExpressway No. 
78, remains in worrisome condition after sinking 55 cmover the past seven 
years. 

Opposition voices have expressed doubt as to whether the problemcan 
ever be fixed and have expressed concern that the structural integrity of 
the railway remains under threat. 

Interior Minister Lee Hong-yuan warned the public last year that the high 
speed rail might not last more than a decade because overuse of 
groundwater has caused the land on which the railway is built to sink. 

However, Yeh Chun-hung, who oversaw the environmental impact 
assessment, admitted that subsidence continues, but said experts have 
agreed that building new stations is not likely to worsen the situation. 
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■ FEATURE: Taiwan offers 

"We okayed the projects as there is no evidence to show that the overseas youngsters chance ... 

highspeed rail itself is a problem for the environment," he said. 

(By Lee Hsin-Yin) 
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potential growth inducing impacts, feasible alignment options (including alignments 
located entirely along existing rights of way), possible cost savings, among other 
differences—could have afforded both project proponents and policy makers a broader 
range of choices, and would have provided the public with a much greater understanding 
of trade-offs among these differing alternatives. Instead, by failing to fully consider 
potential 1-5, BNSF, and 1-99 alternatives in the Draft EIR/EISs, project proponents 
failed to meet CEQA’s mandate to consider a reasonable range of alternatives. 


BO013-3 

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Comment 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Comment 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

The California Farm Bureau Federation is a non-governmental, non-profit, BO013-4 

voluntary membership California corporation whose purpose is to protect and promote 
agricultural interests throughout the state of California and to find solutions to the 
problems of the farm, the farm home and the rural community. Farm Bureau is 
California's largest farm organization, comprised of 53 county Farm Bureaus currently 
representing more than 74,000 agricultural, associate and collegiate members in 56 
counties. Farm Bureau strives to protect and improve the ability of farmers and ranchers 
engaged in production agriculture to provide a reliable supply of food and fiber through 
responsible stewardship of California's resources. 

Farm Bureau thanks the California High-Speed Rail Authority for the opportunity 
to comment on the Revised EIR/EIS for the proposed Fresno-Bakersfield segment of the 
California High-Speed Rail Project. Farm Bureau’s prior October 13, 2011 comments on 
the original Draft EIR/EIS for this segment are incorporated herein in their entirety. 

Adequacy of the Revised EIR/EIS’s Alternatives Analyses BO013-5 

Major shortcomings relating to the range of alternatives considered in the Revised 
Bakersfield-Fresno EIR/EIS are essentially threefold: 

First, the Revised EIR/EIS does not consider a reasonable range of alternatives. 

Significantly differing, yet feasible alternatives to a mid-Valley BNSF alignment were 
cursorily considered in a series of informal preliminary alternatives reports, but then 
dropped from further consideration prior to the original and revised Draft EIR/EISs, 
without proper analysis, public review, or comment. Major differences among these 
three possible routes—in terms of impacts to agricultural resources, biological resources, 

Nancy N. McDonough. Giniaal Counsel 
ASSOCIATE COUNSEL 

Carlo, Borden * Karen Norene mills ■ Christian C. Scheuring ■ Kari L Fisher - Jack L. Kice 


Second, the Revised EIR/EIS’s alternatives analysis is flawed to the extent that it 
attempts to substitute consideration of a number of variations on a single alternative for 
proper consideration of an actual range of alternatives. Instead of winnowing potential 
variations on a BNSF alignment in the alternatives screening process and then selecting a 
single BNSF alternative for detailed analysis in the Draft EIR/EISs alongside a single 
alternative for the 1-5 and 1-99 alignments, project proponents opted to ignore the other, 
non-BNSF alternatives for 1-5 and 1-99 alignments, and to instead make the EIR/EISs an 
extended study of what is not really a range of alternatives, but rather only a series of 
slight variations on a single alternative. 

Thirdly and lastly, beyond the EIR/EIS’s major failure to consider distinct 1-5 and 
1-99 and BSNF alternatives, project proponents failed to identify and carry into the 
EIR/EIS a range of alternatives that could more effectively meet one of the most basic of 
the project’s core objectives. Specifically, the EIR/EIS fails to consider a range of 
alternatives that could meet Proposition lA’s mandate that the project follow existing 
transportation corridors and rights of way and that it avoid impacts to important farmland 
and sensitive habitats to the greatest extent possible. Thus, other than the core BSNF 
alternative, none of the various bypass variations on the single BSNF alternative 
considered in the EIR/EIS in fact meet this very basic project objective. Furthermore— 
and quite importantly—by failing to consider distinct 1-5, BNSF, and 1-99 alternatives in 
the EIR/EIS, proponents circumvent an obvious means to better satisfy Proposition lA’s 
separate direction on project cost, without creating an inherent conflict with the 
competing mandate on existing rights of way and maximum avoidance of impacts to 
important farmland and sensitive habitats. 

By creating a false choice between BSNF alignments that bypass existing 
co mm unities on one hand (generally less costly, but having more impacts on farmland 
and sensitive habitats), and a single BSNF alignment that transverses these communities 
along the existing right of way on the other (generally more costly, but with fewer 
impacts on farmland), the EIR/EIS contrives a situation wherein cost becomes the 
dominant driver over impacts to farmland and sensitive habitats, and wherein an 
alternative including multiple bypasses thus becomes a near foregone conclusion. 
Similarly, by failing to fully analyze and compare distinct 1-5, BNSF, and 1-99 
alternatives, the EIR/EIS prevents any true differentiation of alternatives that could more 
effectively address the conflicting directives on avoided costs on one hand, and important 
farmland and habitat on the other. 
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Taken together these flaws in the EIR/EIS’s alternatives analyses constitute major 
defects going to the “heart” of the document. 

A Project In Constant Flux 

Over these last many years, the picture of the California High Speed Rail project 
is that of a project in a state of constant flux. Alternatives and analyses that began as the 
foundation of the project have since dropped out, even as a rapid succession of updates, 
revisions, supplements, and related reports have produced a series of major overhauls in 
project vision, alternatives, objectives, and assumptions. As part of this history, the 
West-of-Hanford alignment and the other significant changes in the Revised EIR/EIS are 
only the latest example. Other examples on a statewide or programmatic scale have 
included major, late-breaking changes in the Merced-Fresno segment, major uncertainties 
in deferred features of a westward connection from the Central Valley to the Bay Area, 
major changes in the Bay-Area segment of the project, major changes in the project’s 
assumptions on “independent utility,” financing, phasing, and regional blending with 
conventional transportation at the north and south urban extremes, among other changes. 

The result is an unstable project description, a series of piecemealed analyses, a 
blatant lack of any overarching analysis of environmental impacts, and in the end a 
complete frustration of CEQA’s paramount functions in the area of public information, 
impact disclosure, avoidance and minimization. 

Impacts 

Unfortunately, the Revised EIR/EIS does not remedy numerous deficiencies in 
the earlier Draft EIR/EIS’s analysis of potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts 
to agricultural lands and resources, including indirect and cumulative impacts of the 
project as consequence of potential, long-term growth inducement. 

Mitigation 


Beyond the EIR/EIS’s failure to adequately assess and analyze the full extent of 
the project’s potential agricultural and growth inducing impacts, the document likewise 
omits a variety of feasible mitigation measures to avoid and minimi z e potential direct, 
indirect, and potential cumulative impacts of the project. Moreover, the EIR/EIS fails to 
demonstrate the efficacy of many proposed measures (assuming that the document 
acknowledges those impacts at all), and omits proper performance measures to gauge the 
future success of mitigation measures as they are implemented. 

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 

The Revised EIR/EIS concludes that the project’s conversion of agricultural lands 
is “significant” both before and after mitigation. The EIR/EIS reaches this conclusion 
even where the document omits or underestimates numerous likely direct, indirect, and 
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cumulative impacts on the agricultural resources, including direct and indirect impacts on 
existing agricultural operations and potential additional, indirect and cumulative farmland 
impacts from long-term growth inducement without proper mitigation. 

Conclusion 


Farm Bureau thanks the Authority for the opportunity to comment on the Revised 
Draft EIR/EIS for the Fresno-Bakersfield segment of the proposed California High Speed 
Rail. As the Authority finalizes its EIR/EIS for the Fresno-Bakersfield segment, Farm 
Bureau urges the Authority to heed the voters’ intent with the passage of Proposition 1A 
that, in working to construct a high-speed rail project and achieve the other objectives of 
the project, the State of California employ any and all feasible means to avoid and 
minimize the project’s potential adverse impacts on California’s irreplaceable agricultural 
resources. 


Very truly yours, 



Justin E. Fredrickson 
Environmental Policy Analyst 


JEF/pkh 
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BQ013-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

The Authority prepared a series of Alternatives Analysis reports to help refine the 
alternative alignments for the HST System. These were not "informal" reports; they were 
carefully researched and publicly available and were presented directly to the Authority 
Board for information and direction (Authority and FRA 201 Oa, 201 Ob, 201 Id, 2011 e, 

2011g). 

The mid-Valley BNSF Railway (BNSF) alignment results from prior actions of the 
Authority and FRA to review and reject a broad range of preliminary alternative routes. 
This process is described in Section 2.3.2, Range of Potential Alternatives Considered 
and Findings, of the Final EIR/EIS. 

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section relies on information from the 
2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System (Authority and FRA 
2005). The Statewide Program EIR/EIS considered alternatives on Interstate 5 (1-5), 
State Route (SR) 99, and the BNSF corridor. The Record of Decision for the Statewide 
Program EIR/EIS rejected those routes and selected the BNSF corridor as the Preferred 
Alternative for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section (FRA 2005b). Further engineering and 
environmental studies within the broad BNSF corridor have resulted in practicable 
alternatives that meet most or all project objectives, are potentially feasible, and would 
result in certain environmental impact reductions relative to each other. Accordingly, the 
project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section focuses on alternative alignments 
along the general BNSF corridor. The 1-5 corridor was again considered during the 
environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section (see Section 2.3.2, Range of 
Potential Alternatives Considered and Findings), but was eliminated from further 
consideration, as described in Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

BOQ13-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section relies on information from the 
2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System. The Statewide 
Program EIR/EIS considered alternatives on 1-5 and SR 99 as well as on the BNSF 


BOQ13-2 

corridor. The Record of Decision for the Statewide Program EIR/EIS rejected those 
routes and selected the BNSF corridor as the preferred alignment for the Fresno to 
Bakersfield Section. Further engineering and environmental studies within the broad 
BNSF corridor have resulted in feasible alternatives that meet most or all project 
objectives, are potentially feasible, and would result in certain environmental impact 
reductions in comparison to one another. Accordingly, the Project EIR/EIS for the 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section focuses on alternative alignments along the general BNSF 
Railway corridor. The 1-5 corridor was again considered during the environmental review 
of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section (see Section 2.3.2) and was eliminated from further 
consideration, as described in FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

Because the Authority conducted analysis of alternative alignments that follow SR 
99/UPRR and the 1-5 corridor and determined that these alternatives were not 
practicable, they were not carried forward in the EIR/EIS. Neither CEQA nor NEPA 
require the environmental document to analyze alternatives that are not feasible to 
implement. 

BOQ13-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section is tiered from the Statewide 
Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System. The Statewide Program EIR/EIS 
considered alternatives on 1-5 and SR 99 as well as on the BNSF corridor. The Record 
of Decision for the Statewide Program EIR/EIS selected the BNSF corridor as the 
preferred alignment for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. The 1-5 and SR 99 corridors 
were again considered during the environmental review of the Fresno to Bakersfield 
Section and were eliminated for further consideration, as described in FB-Response- 
GENERAL-02. 

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section appropriately evaluates 
alternative alignments within the BNSF corridor. 


^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 

■ _ | _ ,, A Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Karl Authority 'w Administration 









California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Response to Submission BO013 (J ustin E. Fredrickson, California Farm Bureau Federation, (Atty. 
For), Nancy N. McDonough, General Counsel, October 19, 2012) - Continued 


BOQ13-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section is tiered from the Statewide 
Program EIR/EIS for the California FIST System. The Statewide Program EIR/EIS 
considered alternatives on 1-5 and SR 99 as well as on the BNSF corridor. The Record 
of Decision for the Statewide Program EIR/EIS selected the BNSF corridor as the 
preferred alignment for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section. The 1-5 and SR 99 corridors 
were again reviewed in the EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section and were 
eliminated for further consideration, as described in FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

Proposition 1A was passed in 2008 with the tacit understanding from the 2005 Program 
EIR/EIS that the 1-5 alternative need not be analyzed further. Streets and Highways 
Code Section 2704.04(a), enacted by Proposition 
1 A, provides that: 

"(a) It is the intent of the Legislature by enacting this chapter and of the people of 
California by approving the bond measure pursuant to this chapter to initiate the 
construction of a high-speed train system that connects the San 
Francisco Transbay Terminal to Los Angeles Union Station and Anaheim, and links the 
state’s major population centers, including Sacramento, the San Francisco Bay Area, 
the Central Valley, Los Angeles, the Inland Empire, Orange County, and San Diego 
consistent with the Authority’s certified environmental impact reports of November 2005 
and July 9, 2008." (emphasis added) 

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section appropriately evaluates 
alternative alignments within the BNSF corridor. 

Proposition 1A mandates that the project follow existing transportation corridors to the 
extent possible. That does not mandate reconsideration of 1-5 and SR 99. All 
alternatives through the San Joaquin Valley would impact agricultural land and sensitive 
habitats, even alternative alignments along 1-5 and SR 99. For example, in the screening 
analysis conducted for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section, alternatives along SR 99 had 
comparable impacts to Important Farmland as alternatives along the BNSF corridor (see 
Table 3-1, pages 3-4 and 3-5, Checkpoint B Summary Report on the Authority's 


BOQ13-4 

website). Alternative alignments within the BNSF corridor were selected to minimize 
farmland and sensitive habitat impacts and to take into account all other environmental 
impacts of the alternatives. 

BOQ13-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

BOQ13-6 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

The procedural requirements for the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) were followed during the environmental 
review of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST System. As discussed in Section 
2.3.1, HST Project-Level Alternatives Development Process, of the Final EIR/EIS, the 
Authority implemented an alternatives analysis process to identify the full range of 
reasonable alternatives for the project, as required under Title 14 California Code of 
Regulations (CCR) Section 15126.6 and Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
Section 1502.15(a). The range of alternatives selected for review is identified in Section 
2.4, Alignment, Station, and Heavy Maintenance Facility Alternatives Evaluated in this 
Project EIR/EIS, of the Final EIR/EIS. These alternatives are analyzed at an equal level 
of detail in the impact sections in Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Mitigation Measures, and Chapter 4, Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation. 

BOQ13-7 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-20. 

The Authority has properly tiered, not piecemealed, its environmental review. Based on 
two first-tier program EIR/EISs, the Authority selected track technology, general track 
alignments, and preferred station locations. Subsequently, the Authority divided the HST 
System into geographically smaller pieces, called HST sections, for second-tier 
EIR/EISs. Moving from a first-tier project to a more limited geographic scope second-tier 
project is precisely what tiering is for (Pub. Res. Code §21093; Guidelines §15152.) At a 
practical level, the HST System is simply too big to be addressed in a single second-tier 
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BOQ13-7 

EIR/EIS, or even just two or three. It was within the Authority's discretion to define the 
second-tier projects, and the only question is whether the Authority's division of the 
second-tier projects is supported by substantial evidence. The record shows it is. The 
Authority originally defined a single project and EIR/EIS for Merced to Bakersfield, but 
later revised it into two second-tier projects—the Merced to Fresno (65 miles) and 
Fresno to Bakersfield 114 miles) sections. Each project has logical termini at cities 
elected to have FIST stations at the first tier, has sufficient length to allow for an analysis 
of environmental impacts on a broad scope, and has independent utility separate and 
apart from any other section (see Del Mar Terrace Conservancy, Inc. v. City Council of 
the City of San Diego (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 712, 733 [upholding EIR that treated as the 
"project" at issue one freeway segment within a long-term, multi-segment regional 
plan]). 

The only change in alternatives considered for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section 
EIR/EIS was the addition of the Flanford West Bypass 1 and Bypass 2 Alternatives and 
the Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative. Alternatives were not removed from analysis, instead 
new alternatives were added to the analysis. As explained in the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, these alternatives were included in the environmental 
analysis because of substantive comments from the public and government agencies. 

BOQ13-8 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-11. 

The Authority does not agree that the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS is deficient in 
any way. 

BOQ13-9 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03, FB-Response-GENERAL-04, 
FB-Response-AG-01, FB-Response-AG-07. 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS includes an extensive analysis of potential 
impacts on agricultural lands and resources. It concludes that the project will have a 
significant impact relative to the conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses. 
See Section 3.19.4.2, High-Speed Train Alternatives Contributions, of the Revised 


BOQ13-9 

DEIR/Supplemental DEIS for a discussion of cumulative impacts, including those to 
agricultural lands. 

The analysis undertaken by the Authority and FRA show that the HST System has the 
potential to induce some growth and intensify growth near stations. Both population and 
employment in Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern counties are projected to grow at a 
higher average annual rate than California as a whole, as described in detail in Section 
3.18, Regional Growth, of the EIR/EIS. The growth inducement analysis in Section 3.18 
shows that in counties analyzed in the study area (Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern), the 
HST alternatives are projected to induce somewhat more population growth (about 3% 
more total population) and create additional future employment opportunities (about 4% 
more total jobs) than would occur under the No Project Alternative (refer to Table 3.18- 
18 in the EIR/EIS). The HST project would help provide employment opportunities in the 
San Joaquin Valley counties, which traditionally have higher rates of unemployment 
than the statewide average, and would encourage more compact growth around the 
proposed stations at greater intensities than currently exist. The project would also 
redirect development growth to central cities, in conjunction with the Senate Bill (SB) 

375 (state legislation requiring regional targets for reduction of greenhouse gas [GHG] 
emissions) regional efforts, and future plans of the cities of Fresno and Bakersfield, and 
would reduce the pressure for the future conversion of farmlands by encouraging new 
investments around the stations in Fresno and Bakersfield, rather than in peripheral 
areas. 

BQ013-10 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

None of the comments provided in this letter puts forth mitigation measures that are not 
provided in the EIR/EIS. 

BQ013-11 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB- 
Response-GENERAL-03. 

The Authority disagrees with the commenter's claim that the EIR/EIS omits or 
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BQ013-11 

underestimates impacts on agricultural resources. The EIR/EIS represents a good faith 
effort at disclosure and conforms to the requirements of both CEQA and NEPA. It 
provides sufficient information to allow decision makers to make a reasoned and 
informed decision on the project. 

BOQ13-12 

The Authority appreciates the comments provided by the California Farm Bureau 
Federation. The Authority has attempted to identity practicable alternatives to minimize 
impacts on agricultural resources and will continue this effort with other sections of the 
California FIST System. 
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Californians 
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BO014-2 
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October 19, 2012 

Jeff Morales, CEO 
California High-Speed Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Fresno-Bakersfield Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS Comments 

Dear Mr. Morales: 

Californians For High Speed Rail (CA4HSR) is a grassroots, statewide coalition of high-speed rail (HSR) 
supporters advocating for the HSR project approved by California voters in November 2008. Founded in 2005, 
we educate and organize Californians about ways they can help make HSR a reality in this state. 

We are pleased to provide our comments below for the Fresno-Bakersfield Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 

CA4HSR Preferred Alignments 

Hanford West Bypass Alternative (no preference whether lor 2)- Support 

The Hanford West Bypass is a shorter alignment that consumes less acres of agriculture. We are taking no 
position on variations 1 and 2 to the alternative. 

Corcoran Bypass - Support 

The Corcoran Bypass avoids long elevated structures through town, reducing impacts to the residents of 
Corcoran. The cost is also significantly lower. 

Allensworth Bypass - Support 

The Allensworth Bypass consumes less agricultural land and the cost is lower. It also avoids impacts to the 
Colonel Allensworth Station Historic Park. 

BNSF Alternative through Wasco-Shafter v. Wasco/Shafter Bypass - No Position 

There are many benefits and impacts to both, so we are currently not taking a position at this time. While the 
cost is significantly higher for the BNSF alignment, it does address many agriculture concerns in the area. 

Alternatives through Bakersfield 

Due to the ongoing planning in this complex context, we are not supporting or objecting to any of the 
alternatives at this time. 

Station Alternatives 

Fresno Station-Mariposa Alternative - Support 

This station location provides the most efficient access to various downtown destinations (including Fulton 
Mall). 


182 Howard Street, #322, San Francisco, CA 94105 
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Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative - Support 

While we actually think the east alternative would provide better access to Tulare County and Visalia, we are 
supporting the west alternative due to our support of the Hanford West Bypass Alternative. We are taking no 
position on the variations to the station design (at-grade or trenched station). 

Bakersfield Station (all three alternatives) - Keep station location Centrally Located (Near Amtrak Station) 
While CA4HSR is not currently taking a position on the alignments through Bakersfield, we are strongly 
encouraging the Authority to locate station platforms and other station facilities as close as possible to the 
existing Amtrak station. 

In regards to the Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative, we feel the station location is located too far east to 
accomplish an integrated transit-oriented development that ties with the existing Amtrak, Mill Creek and 
associated developments, and center of downtown. We recommend that the Authority make design 
adjustments to this alternative to ensure all station facilities are located farther west. 


Thank you for your consideration. 




Daniel Krause, President & Executive Director 
Californians For High Speed Rail 


Cc: 

Joseph C. Szabo, Administrator, Federal Railroad Administration 
Karen Hedlund, Deputy Administrator, Federal Railroad Administration 
California High Speed Rail Authority Board 
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BQ014-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 

Your support for the Hanford West Bypass Alternative is noted. 

BOQ14-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 

Your support for the Corcoran Bypass Alternative is noted. 

BOQ14-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 

Your support for the Allensworth Bypass Alternative is noted. 

BOQ14-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 

Your "no position" on the BNSF Alternative through Wasco-Shafter versus 
Wasco/Shafter Bypass is noted. 

BOQ14-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 

Your "no position" on the alternatives through Bakersfield is noted. 

BOQ14-6 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 

Your support for the Fresno Station-Mariposa Alternative is noted. 

BOQ14-7 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 


BOQ14-7 

Your support for the Kings/Tulare Regional Station-West Alternative is noted. 

BOQ14-8 

All three Bakersfield station design options maintain the station within reasonable 
walking distance to the existing Amtrak station. Each station option has a pedestrian 
overcrossing to provide access from the station building to a walkway connecting to the 
Amtrak station. 

BOQ14-9 

The station has been located as far west as practicable within high-speed train 
alignment geometrical constraints. The station 4-track section needs to be located on 
tangent track to accommodate the turnouts from 2-tracks to 4-tracks, and to provide 
ADA-compliant stepping distances between the train and the platform. 

The Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative utilizes the minimum radius necessary to achieve 
115-mile-per-hour operation within the design criteria. Shifting the station further west 
would push the station tangent further west, increasing the impact on the residencies at 
M Street and 14th Street, and Bakersfield High School. Avoiding these impacts was a 
key criterion of the concept of the Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative. 
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CRPE 


Center on Race, Poverty & the Environment 

1012 Jefferson street, Delano, CA 93215 tel 661-720-9140 fax 661-720-9483 www.crpe-ej.org 

October 18, 2011 

Chairperson and Members 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814-3359 
Fresno Bakersfield@hsr.ca.gov 


BO015-1 

BO015-2 


BO015-3 


Shafter to the east. This alternative is preferable over the BNSF route for several reasons. 

First, the Wasco-Shafter Bypass would allow both the communities of Wasco and Shafter to 
maintain community continuity, as opposed to the BNSF line which would effectively bisect 
these already rural and dispersed locales. While train tracks currently run through both cities, 
adding the burden of HSR trains passing through 20 times per hour at full build-out (four in each 
direction with stops, six in each direction run-through) would completely desecrate the 
communities’ ability to function cohesively, even with limited road overcrossings and 
realignments. See Section 8. 

Additionally, the increased noise and vibration produced by the HSR, even when mitigated, will 
be an added burden on the respective communities, which each host many noise- and vibration- 
sensitive receivers; including residential dwellings, schools, churches, hospitals, parks, and 
historic properties. See Section 3.4.4.3. 


RE: Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS Fresno to Bakersfield Comments 

Dear Chairperson Umberg and Board Members: 

The Center on Race, Poverty & the Environment (CRPE) submits these comments on behalf of 
the Committee for a Better Shafter (CBS) of Shafter, the Allensworth Progressive Association 
(APA) of Allensworth, and the Comite Residentes Organizados al Servicio del Ambiente Sano 
(ROSAS) of Wasco, California. Each of these resident-comprised organizations is located in low 
income co mm unities of color which will be fundamentally impacted by the High Speed Rail 
(HSR). The following comments address alternative route and heavy maintenance facility 
location preferences for these environmental justice communities. 

Introduction 


BO015-4 


BO015-5 


Because residents of the San Joaquin Air Basin already suffer from the Nation’s dirtiest air, the 
localized and regional air pollution impacts of the construction and operational stages are a 
significant concern. The EIR/EIS suggests that with standard design practices and mitigation 
measures for air quality the HSR will not “impede the region’s ability to attain air quality 
standards,” with purchased offsets. Section 3.19.4.2. The purchase of offsets however does not 
actually reduce the emissions produced onsite, near these specific communities. Because fewer 
people live, work and breathe near the Wasco-Shafter Bypass, as opposed to the BNSF line, the 
Wasco-Shafter Bypass a far superior alternative to minimize air pollution impacts. 


Lastly, neither of these communities will host a HSR station and so neither will see any 
economic benefit resulting from the HSR line. Yet both will bear the burden of the HSR line and 
suffer community disruption, displacement, increased air, noise, and vibration pollution. It is 
inequitable to force this significant burden on Wasco and Shafter when there is a viable 
alternative available; the Wasco-Shafter Bypass. 


The geography of race and poverty in California’s Central Valley has been fundamentally 
informed by over a century of inequitable transportation and land use development. For much of 
this time, racial and income discrimination was an undeniable aspect of planning and 
development. At the same time that resources were directed toward cities, poor people and 
minorities were excluded from those cities. As a result, a geography of unincorporated poverty 
developed. Today, equitable and efficient planning and development require consideration of 
this geography and its historical roots. 

High Speed Rail Alternative Routes 

Wasco and Shafter: 

Both ROSAS and CBS are supportive of the Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative as described in 
section 2.4.3.6 of the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. The Wasco-Shafter Bypass 
Alternative would diverge from the BNSF Alternative between Taussig Avenue and Zachary 
Avenue, crossing over to the eastern side of the BNSF Railway tracks and bypassing Wasco and 

Providing Legal & Technical Assistance to the Grassroots Movement for Environmental Justice 

Ralph Santiago Abascal (1934-1997) Director 1990-1997 Luke W. Cole (1962-2009) Executive Director 1997-2009 


BO015-7 


BO015-8 


BO015-9 


B0015-10 


Allensworth: 

The Allensworth Progressive Association strongly supports the Allensworth Bypass Alternative. 
The Bypass would preserve the community’s access to necessary resources acquired in the 
nearest cities of Delano and Earlimart; whereas the BNSF line would make traveling to these 
eastern cities for emergency and other basic needs even less possible. 

Additionally, selecting the Allensworth Bypass Alternative successfully avoids disruption of the 
Allensworth Ecological Reserve, Pixley National Wildlife Refuge, and the Allensworth State 
Historic Park, all valued resources in the area. 

Agricultural workers residing in Allensworth are concerned that traveling to the west of 
Allensworth for work will become a challenge with the Allensworth Bypass Alternative, 
however if Avenue 24 were to become an overpass/underpass this concern could easily be 
alleviated. 

Alternatively, should the BNSF line be selected, Palmer Avenue should have an underpass to 
maintain public access to the Allensworth State Historic Park from the Allensworth Amtrak 
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B0015-10 

BO015-11 


BO015-12 


station, as is currently the case. 

Heavy Maintenance Facility Alternatives 

CBS, APA and ROSAS oppose the Heavy Maintenance Facility (HMF) proposed locations of 
Wasco, Shafter-East and Shafter-West. While some local jobs may be created, the increased 
noise, vibration, traffic, and pollution burdens generated by an HMF are undesirable. Given the 
socioeconomics and environmental justice status of each of these locations, siting yet another 
burden here is unjust and in this case unnecessary. 

Conclusion 


In conclusion, Valley residents in Shatter, Allensworth and Wasco strongly oppose the BNSF 
route, the Wasco HMF, and the Shafter-East and Shafter-West HMFs. The Allensworth Bypass 
Alternative and the Wasco-Shafter Bypass are supported. 


Sincerely, 


1st 

Laura Baker 
Staff Attorney 

Center on Race, Poverty & the Environment 
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BQ015-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 

The Authority used the information in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and input 
from agencies and the public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The decision included 
consideration of the project purpose and need and the project objectives presented in 
Chapter 1, Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives, as well as the objectives and criteria 
in the alternatives analysis and the comparative potential for environmental impacts. 

BOQ15-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-SO-04, FB- 
Response-GENERAL-1 0. 

EIR/EIS Volume I Section 3.12 Impact SO #6 describes the disruption to communities 
by alternative. Mitigation Measure SO-1 has been developed to reduce impacts 
associated with the division of existing rural residential communities. 

BOQ15-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-04, FB-Response-N&V-05. 

Noise and vibration from construction activities would temporarily exceed noise and 
vibration standards and would affect sensitive receptors. These effects would be 
substantial and significant, but would be decreased to a less-than-significant level by 
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures (N&V-MM#1-Construction Noise 
Mitigation Measures and N&V-MM#2-Construction Vibration Mitigation Measures). 

Noise and vibration from the operation of the HST would increase ambient noise levels 
above noise standards and have vibration effects that would affect sensitive receivers. 
These effects would be substantial and significant, but the implementation of several 
mitigation measures, including Mitigation Measures N&V-MM#3- Implement California 
High-Speed Train Project Noise Mitigation Guidelines, N&V-MM#4-Vehicle Noise 
Specification, N&V-MM#5-Special Trackwork at Crossovers and Turnouts, and N&V- 
MM#6-Additional Noise Analysis Following Final Design, would reduce many of the 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. Some areas would still experience operational 
noise impacts even with the proposed mitigation. 


BOQ15-3 

In the EIR/EIS, Figures 3.4-15 through 3.4-19 show where the criteria were met for the 
construction of sound barriers for all HST alternatives. The sound barriers along the 
BNSF Alternative would mitigate 55% of the severe noise impacts in the Wasco-Shafter 
area. The noise receivers severely affected in Wasco and Shatter that would not be 
mitigated by a sound barrier would receive other forms of mitigation, such as building 
insulation or payment of property noise easements. The Wasco-Shafter Bypass 
Alternative would use mitigation in the form of building insulation or payment of property 
noise easements to reduce severe impacts along this alternative. The Wasco-Shafter 
Bypass would have substantially fewer severe noise impacts than the BNSF Alternative 
because it avoids urban areas. 

BOQ15-4 

Air quality impacts do not differentiate alternative alignments in the Wasco-Shafter area. 
Project construction emissions would not result in ground-level concentrations of criteria 
pollutants that would cause an exceedence of ambient air quality standards adjacent to 
the construction site. Therefore, the short-term emissions from construction through 
Wasco and Shatter would not result in a significant impact to local residents nor would it 
impact residents living near the Wasco-Shafter Bypass. Construction-related emissions 
would make a significant contribution to the precursors of regional photochemical 
oxidants (commonly called smog). This impact would be essentially the same whether 
the project was constructed on the BNSF Alternative or the Wasco-Shafter Bypass 
Alternative. Because there would be no HST station in Wasco or Shatter, the project 
would not alter vehicle traffic in the area relative to the No Project Alternative. Therefore, 
HST operations would have no impact on air quality along the BNSF Alternative or the 
Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative. 

BOQ15-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 

BOQ15-6 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 
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BOQ15-7 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-TR-02, FB- 
Response-S&S-OI. 

Regional transportation between Allensworth and Delano and Earlimart would be 
maintained as road overpasses and/or modifications will be made to accommodate the 
FIST project, while maintaining access to roads and highways for residents. 

BOQ15-8 

Comment noted. The analysis Chapter 4 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS is 
consistent with this comment. 

BOQ15-9 

Avenue 24 is proposed to be closed by the Allensworth Bypass Alternative, and east- 
west connections would be available on County Road J22 and Garces Flighway. 

BQ015-10 

Palmer Avenue is proposed to be closed by the BNSF Alternative near Allensworth. 
East-west connections would be available on County Road J22 and Avenue 24. 

BQ015-11 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-GENERAL-15. 

BOQ15-12 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10, FB-Response-GENERAL-15. 

The Authority used the information in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS and input 
from agencies and the public to identify the Preferred Alternative in this Final EIR/EIS. 
The decision included consideration of the project purpose and need and the project 
objectives presented in Chapter 1, Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives, as well as 
the objectives and criteria in the alternatives analysis and the comparative potential for 
environmental impacts. 
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September 13, 2Q12 


Dart Richard, Chairperson 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 600 
Sacramento, CA 95614 

Jeff Morales , CEO 

California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street Suite SQQ 
Sacramento. CA 95614 

Re: Fresno - Bakersfield Route Options 

Dear Mr Richard and Mr. Morales: 

On August 14, £012 representatives of our company attended the HSR sponsored workshop 
held in Wasco, California. At the suggestion of HSR staff participating rn that workshop, we 
wish to formally comment upon the draft Environ mental Impact Report issued by the HSR 
Authority and applicable to the Fresno to Bakersfield phase oF ihe proposed project , and 
specifically the alternative route proposed through Wasco. Please cause this 
correspondence to become part of the forma l record in connection with this matter. For the 
reasons set forth herein, we object to the proposed route through Wasco and believe that the 
Authority’s decision adopting that route wilt result in irremediable harm to our company, its 
many local employees, and the Wasco community in general 

Certis USA owns and operates a manufacturing facility located adjacent to the existing tracks 
in Wasco, which would be directly and negatively impacted by the proposed High Speed Rail 
route option going through Wasco, We would like to make you aware of the potential impacts 
and difficulties this route will cause to our business operations, and notify you that choosing 
lhe proposed route through Wasco may result in closure and relocation of our facilities. 

Our Wasco facility is a high tech fermentation production facility consisting of expensive and 
sophisticated equipment and instrumentation. We have been in operation at this site for 
more than 50 years. The facility currently employs 50 professional employees and engages 
20 local contract service companies to support the operation. Our environmentally friendly 
biological pesticide products have been used by many Central Valley formers for decades as 
those farmers strive lo protect high value specially fruit, nut and grape crops. The location of 


California High-Speed Rail Authority - 2 - 


Seotember 13,2012 


our Wasco facility allows us to conveniently service Central Valley’s farmers in a way that an 
alternative site (ikety will not. 

Under the Wasco route option, (he railroad and right-of-way is proposed to run directly 
through our storage, staging and warehousing facilities. These facilities are critical to the 
support of our main manufacturing operations. The toss of this infrastructure that would 
necessarily follow were the Wasco route adopted would endanger the future of our entire 
Wasco Plant, 

More specifically, Certis stands to lose approximately 2 acres in two parcels located on Lhe 
east side of G Street, between 4 '" Street and 6 th Street (“North and South Parcels”). These 
parcels contain approximately £0 r 0D0 square feet of warehouse space that is used for 
storage of raw material, partially processed product, packaging and other materials, as well 
as open areas in which we sEore drums, palfels and totes for our finished goods, commercial 
trash bins, compactors and other items used in our operations across G Street to the west. 
These functions are critical to support fermentation operations as well as formulation and 
packaging operations. If, as a result of the High Speed Rail project, this infrastructure cannot 
be relocated onsite or to closely adjacent property (both or which are highly unlikely in the 
current environment absent intervention as is discussed below), the Plant risks becoming 
inoperable. 

There are potential adjacent properties (hat present options tor relocating these functions if 
the Wasco route is In fact adopted. These properties are owned by third parties and if 
acquisition would, be suitable for our needs. Certis would expect financial compensation and 
permitting assistance from HSR and/or other authorities in order lo acquire and prepare the 
properties for seamless pfant operations. Use of any of the adjacent properties would involve 
considerable expenses and lead lime preparation for acquisition, demolition and building of 
suitable replacement storage or warehouse facilities. However, these options are far from 
ideal, since inefficiencies and other negative impacts on our operations are inevitable. 

In addition to current operations and functions, the North and South Parcels provide us with 
current and future income and growth opportunities, alt of which would be lost were the 
Wasco route implemented. Certis would require and expecl compensation for those losses. 
For example, we had been in negotiations for lease of a portion of the property for a 
communications tower, and have plans to add a fuel cell and potentially an effluent treatment 
facility on the property for our future needs. The Wasco routs would terminate those 
opportunities and deprive Certis of the associated profits. 

If suitable replacement properties to accommodate all of these functions cannot be found, we 
will look to be compensated for loss of the contiguous Plant facility, the costs of relocating the 
entire facility end losses sustained in lhe course of associated disruption of commercial 
production, In short, we need you to understand that implementation, of the Wasco route as 
currently proposed will have wide-spread negative impact on our commercial operations, the 
nalure of which cannot be remedied by simply compensating Certis for just the parcels 
directly impacted by the H3R. 
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California High-Speed Rail Authority 


BO016-4 


The potential impels to our Plant if the HSR runs through the City or Wasco are significant 
ancJ complex. We appreciate this opportunity to communicate our concerns with respect to 
the impact of HSR to our operations, and the impact and potential tosses we would suffer if 
the Wasco route option is adopted. Clearly, however, adopting a different route so as to 
avoid Wasco wilt benefit not only Certis but also each of our SO employees, their families, and 
the community at targe. 


Very truly yours, 



JoW'Lih Su, Presidents CEO 
Certis USA L-L.C. 


cc: Dan Allen, City Manager. City of Wasco 
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Response to Submission BO016 (J ow-Lih Su, Certis USA, September 14, 2012) 


BQ016-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14. 

BOQ16-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI. 

BOQ16-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI. 

BOQ16-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 

The Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative would avoid running the project through Shatter. 
The Authority used the information in the Final EIR/EIS and input from the commenting 
agencies and public to identify the Preferred Alternative. The decision included 
consideration of the project purpose, need, and objectives, as presented in Chapter 1, 
Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives, of the Final EIR/EIS; the objectives and criteria 
in the alternatives analysis; and the comparative potential for environmental impacts. 

The Preferred Alternative balances the least overall impact on the environment and local 
communities with the cost and constructability constraints of the project alternatives that 
have been evaluated. The Preferred Alternative is reflected in the Final EIR/EIS. 
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Submission for August 2, 2012 CAHSRB Meeting, Sacramento 

From: Alan Scott. Founding Member, Citizens Tor California High Speed Rail 

Accountability 


BO017-1 


However, with respect to my (our) request for an extension of the review time, I refer back the 
September 2011 at Hanford, CA Civil Author!urn CAEISRA comment session. '11115 is the 
session is where the authorities newest PR Director fell asleep during the live comment period, 
but I digress. 


To: Dan Richard, Chair, California High Speed Rail Board 

Date: August 2, 2012 

Rc: Extension of Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/Draft EIS 

Background: The authority & the board have continued to exercise poor judgment especially 

with respect to the Business Plan and EIR's/EIS’s regardless of the format issued. 
You continuously provide massive error ridden documents making it extremely 
difficult Tor the average California citizen to provide a proper and a 
comprehensive review within a restrictive sixty-day period. You further 
exacerbated the process by issuing corrections; however, making no adjustments 
to (he review period & again this is totally unacceptable. 

Once again. C A HSR A &. B have created another screwed up flawed document that being the 
Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS dated July 2012. And with a week of issuance you have 
already issued a corrective action document without any adjustment to the restrictive review 
period. Once again, showing total disregard to the California citizen. 

Therefore, this letter is submitted requesting immediate action as follows: adjustment of the 
review period beginning July Id, 2012 through November 26, 201 2 with allowances for the 
Thanksgiving I loliday period, thus the November 2& ch date. Failure to provide tins reasonable 
and justifiable accommodation will only result in appropriate groups taking legal action, which 
we believe wilt prevail due to the volumes and volume of documents including at] the technical 
documents, not yet provided. I am sure the courts would look favorabiltiy on this reasonable and 
simple request. If any concctivc action items arc submitted during this period, then the review 
period must be extended accordingly. 

As further justification for this request. I once again highlight tltc abject failures of the authority 
& the board's in these! areas: transparency (a total lack of), inadequate & with no timely 
responses to any and all questions by citizens, by governmental agencies A California legislators 
over a period of many years. Your outrageous disregard Tor all of these entities totally 
unacceptable and unprofessional. Your altitude has fostered a major disrespect form these 
groups and more importantly the authority staff & the directors as well. Further, Mr. Richard 
upon your appointment you stated, words to the effect, “I am the new guy on the block and we 
will right the ship”. Well, you did not and during your June meeting in Hanford that became 
very apparent and clearly demonstrated between you and Mr, Abercrombie where we witnessed 
a complete total lack of control between the board and the authority. 


BO017-2 


Mrs. t leatlier Oliveira provided a detailed and factual presentation on one's ability to read a 
product with over 30.000 pages. Her comprehensive report clearly demonstrated that it could not 
be done and I believe one person reading the initial document would have taken well over 120- 
days. That with that in mind and (he fact there maybe potential litigation, this intormation will 
be submitted for the court to review. 

But even more important, as happens in many cases where poor judgment on the pari of the 
elected officials, who arc charged with the development of these processes and in this case the 
CEQA 30-60 day review period they (I am sure) did not envision HSR or similar type massive 
projects. If one goes back to (he time of this enactment one would lind that most projects did not 
have the complexities or volumes of documents, thus this was an acceptable review period. Now 
fast forward and the courts are always adjusting selected unintentional oversights and this is 
exactly one of those oversights that I am quite sure the courts will enjoin the state to make the 
appropriate adjustment(s), 

I further challenge you with this, you have 100"s o£ over paid consultants who arc known to 
produce error ridden products and you factor in the massive man hours they expended. 1 am sure 
even they could not perform this task individually in the currently allotted time frame? So this 
proves my case even more, 

Mr, Richard, it is extremely clear your group is not happy with the Kings County citizens and 
you and your predecessor’s along with authority staff and contracted consultants fully own this 
issue because you all created it. The pathetic treatment given to us and so many others in other 
counties, cities and individuals is disgraceful to say the least. I know this docs not bother you 
but 1 am making it part of the record, just in case because the numbers wc can gather against you 
far out weight the number oil your side, Mr. Richard. I am anticipating a favorable response 
within 7 -business days. 



1318 Whitmore Street 
Han foal. CA 93230-2848 
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Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Response to Submission BO017 (Alan Scott, Citizens for California High Speed Rail 
Accountability, August 2, 2012) 


BQ017-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-08, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-16, FB-Response-GENERAL-11. 

Technical Reports were made available on the Authority's website. 

BOQ17-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-08, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-26. 

The length of the EIR, including appendices and technical reports, is approximately 
4,800 pages. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section is over 100 miles long, includes a range 
of alternatives, and has a full spectrum of environmental impacts. It is neither realistic 
nor reasonable that it can both comply with the disclosure and mitigation requirements 
of CEQA and NEPA and be a short document. 

All public comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS are responded to in Volume IV of this 
Final EIR/EIS, and all comments received on the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS are 
responded to in Volume V of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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BO018-1 


BO018-2 


BO018-3 


August 11.2012 
Michael Lamb 

Member of Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability 
1104 Freddie Circle 
Hanford. CA. 93230 

Mr. Dan Richard 
High Speed Rail Authority 
770 L. Street, Suite S0G 
Sacramento. CA. 95S14 

Chairman Richard: 

I submit this correspondence to express my opposition to the High Speed Kail Project. 
This venture is wrought with engineering and fiscal flaws. An article in the Los Angeles 
Times dated June 11.2012 staled "The San Joaquin kit fox is among the (11) endangered 
or threatened species that the U.S. Fish and WildEifc Service says would be affected,..” 
This same article goes on to say "Massive emissions from diesel-powered heavy 
equipment could foul the already filthy air, ITozens of rivers, canals and wetland led 
Irum the rugged peats or the Sierra Nevada woutd be crossed, creating other knotty 
issues." Tliese state means aren’t made by purveyors of fancy, but those m the scientific 
community. In the words of Governor Brown, "Scoffers stand aside”. 1 submit that these 
quotes are not made by scoffers, but people of science. 

As a History teacher. I have many opportunities to enlighten students. Where you in my 
class! I would say that Throughout History there are many examples that confirm that 
governments are tenribte investors. The recent example of Solyndra Corporation is a fine 
example. This government guaranteed loan left the tax payer on the hook for $535 
million dollars! In 1971 the Clinch River Breeder Reactor was authorized for art 
estimated $400 million dollars. In I9S3 and SSBillion Dollars later it was abandoned! 
Fifty years earlier the Wilson administration thought it could build armored plated battle 
ships cheaper than the steel companies. The government pEant spent millions, ran over 
budget, charged the government twice what private enterprise cost and was sold its one 
and only product for scrap! 

Politicians (Jerry Brown) are consumed by self interest. One can only wonder wliat our 
Governors’ interest En this project is. The Environmental Impact Study and the 
Environmental Impact Report consume 30.000 ptus pages. Has any one read it? Is this 
another ease of "You must pass it to read it? We all remember how popular that 
administrative mess was, 1 contend that a 60-day review period is inadequate, I request 
that the comment period be extended to October 20. 2012. 

Thank you for youf consideration in this matter. 

Michael Lamb 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Response to Submission BO018 (Michael Lamb, Citizens for California High Speed Rail 
Accountabillity, August 14, 2012) 


BQ018-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-02. 

The potential effects of the proposed project on special-status wildlife species and 
jurisdictional waters are presented in Section 3.7, Biological Resources and Wetlands, 
of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. Section 3.7.7 presents the mitigation 
measures that would be implemented to avoid and minimize impacts on these 
resources. The Authority has been working with regulatory agencies, including the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, to develop mitigation 
measures and ensure that they sufficiently address potential impacts. Additionally, the 
Authority will work with these agencies to obtain the necessary permits for the project. 

BOQ18-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-17. 

BOQ18-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 

The EIR/EIS is not 30,000 pages long. The EIR/EIS and its appendices are less than 
5,000 pages long. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section is over 100 miles long, 
includes a range of alternatives, and has a full spectrum of environmental 
impacts. It is neither realistic nor reasonable that it can both comply with 
the disclosure and mitigation requirements of CEQA and NEPA and be a short 
document. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Submission BO019 (Frank Oliveira, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, 
September 11, 2012) 
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5-e pte mber 11, 2Q12 

California High-Speed Rail Authority Board 
770 L Street, Suite BOO 
Sacramento, California 9S514 
916-324-1S41 boardmemtier5@tisr.ca.gQw 

Dan Richard, Chair Lynn Schenk, Vice-Chair 

Thomas Umberg Robert Balgenorth 

Michael Rossi 


Thomas Richards, Vice-Chair 
Jim Hartnett 


Su&jM: CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL iMPACT REPORTS THAT ARC MOT AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC REVIEW 

We respectfully demand that the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) rescind its Revised Draft 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement {RDEIR/S) Comment Period for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the 
High-Speed Train (HST) project 

The Authority has not performed its required due diligence in the matter when it decided to not release more 
than 14,OOO-pages of Technical Reports that are part of the RDEIR/S and supposedly justify the report's many 
assumptions. Withholding this information from public display prevents the common person In the community 
without a high-speed internet service from meaningfully participating in the EIR/S process as required by state 
and federal law. 

Meaningful public participation in the process is clearly noted as a compliance requirement of the Authority's 
recently adopted NEFA/Environmental Justice policy. The Authority claims it has been complying In spirit with its 
new policy all along despite not having a policy In place for more than the 15-yegrs of its existence. Over the last 
two years, it appears that the Authority has not complied with the spirit of its policy on numerous already 
discussed occasions before this Board. 

The Authority prepared to involve the public to participate in this current process by releasing approximately 
4,800’pages of the RDEIR/S to the public for the public's review. The released documents are Identified as 
Volumes-!, II & 111. The Authority released the documents via the Authority's website, via CD-Rom's provided by 
the Authority and by positioning Volumes-l, ll & ill, in public locations, such as libraries and community centers, 
for those members of the public wishing to review hard copies of the report. 


/ uf-2. _■ 


CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORTS THAT ARE NOT AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC REVIEW 

September 11,2012 

Page-2 of 2 


The problem with all of this Is quite simple. If the Authority is required to have the public Involved in this process 
and if the Authority knowingly is withholding 14,000-pages from the public of what the Authority refers to as 
important attachments to their report and if the public wants to review those documents within this process, the 
Authority needs to make those supporting documents readily available to the public, unless the Authority really 
docs not want the public to be meaningfully involved. The public should have a full 90-days to review the 
RDEiR/S with all relevant documents available to cross-reference critical data contained in all relevant documents 
that explain why the report says what it says. 

Recall the RDEIR/S. 

Ensure that you have done things right. 

Re-roll out the Comment Period with at least a 90-day review period. 

Ensure that the hard copies of the RDElR/5 are complete end available In public locations during hours when the 
working public can access the documents in commonly spoken languages. 

We understand that our request will complicate the Authority's project timetable a little bit but our request is 
reasonable and appears to be supported by the Authority's own NEPA Environmental Justice policy. The public 
wants to be involved. 

If you have any questions of us, 3 can be reached at the contact points noted on the cover page. 

Respectfully Submitted, 



A£ikIvyi<i-ik: None 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Response to Submission BO019 (Frank Oliveira, Citizens for California High Speed Rail 
Accountability, September 11, 2012) 


BQ019-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 

BOQ19-2 

The locations of the public repositories were selected to maximize stakeholder and 
community involvement. The documents were provided to 47 community centers, public 
agencies, and libraries, which were chosen with a diverse range of hours to solicit public 
participation. The hours of the repositories were considered on selection of the 
locations; thus, the diversity in the types of repositories that had evening or weekend 
hours. 

BOQ19-3 

The locations of the public repositories were selected to maximize stakeholder and 
community involvement. The documents were provided to 47 community centers, public 
agencies, and libraries, which were chosen with a diverse range of hours to solicit public 
review. The hours of the repositories were considered on selection of the locations; thus, 
the diversity in the types of repositories that had evening or weekend hours. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Submission BO020 (Frank Oliveira, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, 
October 9, 2012) 


CCHS Rfl 

CIUZM (OR CALIFORNIA HKK SPUD RAIL MCMNIAIIUIY 


October 3,2012 


(Sent by Email: F 


timemteHghy.ca.Bgy] 


Dan Richard, Chair 
Board of Directors 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: Request That The Authority Provide Missing Information And An Extension of The 
Comment Period on Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Supplemental 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) For The Fresno To Bakersfield Section of 
Proposed High-Speed Rail (HSR) Project, Beyond Current October 19,2012 Comment 
Deadline Date 


Dear California High-Speed Rail Authority: 


B0020-3 


B0020-4 


2 

Attached are copies of communications indicating some of the individual efforts that have been 
made, to date, to have the Authority provide the missing technical reports. To date, these missing 
technical reports have not been made available as requested, and as both CEQA and NEPA require. 
Time has essentially run out for us (and others). Because we do not have access to the referenced 
technical reports we cannot now comment fully and properly within the current comment deadline. 

We hereby request that the Authority take the following actions, so that we (and others) can properly 
participate in the environmental review process, as both CEQA and NEPA contemplate: 

1. Send a CD or DVD disk with the missing technical reports to all those persons who have 
requested and received the Draft EIR/EIS on CD or DVD, but who were not properly provided 
with the technical reports referenced in the materials contained on the CD or DVD sent to 
them. That includes the CCHSRA and many of our members. 

2. Provide hard copies of all of the missing technical reports to the libraries or other public 
places where the public has been told they may inspect the Draft EIR/EIS. This includes many 
locations that CCHSRA members have visited, to view the (incomplete) documents. 

3. Extend the comment period of the current Draft EIR/EIS for at least ninety (90) days beyond 
the date that you make the missing technical reports available, as indicated above. 


BO020-1 


B0020-2 


Citizens For California High Speed Rail Accountability (CCHSRA) is a group of residents, farmers, 
business people, and landowners who are concerned that the proposed high-speed train project 
will have significant negative impacts throughout the state, and particularly on natural resources and 
agricultural operations in the proposed Fresno to Bakersfield section of the project, and on local 
communities located within that area. CCHSRA wishes to play a constructive and positive role as the 
Authority reviews the possible environmental impacts of this proposed project, and has asked a 
number of experts to review the currently circulating Draft on its behalf, to make sure that all impacts 
are properly disclosed and analyzed. CCHSRA has also been working with other groups and individuals 
who are trying to play a positive and constructive role in the environmental impact review process. 
Many of these persons are not sophisticated, and are low-income and/or persons from economically 
disadvantaged communities. They do not have access to high-speed internet connections. 

Unfortunately, we have found that we (and others) cannot fully and properly participate in 
the current process, as both CEQA and NEPA envision, because the Authority has not made the 
required documents effectively available for public review and comment. Specifically, we have found 
that various technical reports referenced in the Draft EIR/EIS document are not effectively available 
to members of the public, since they were not furnished when CD or DVD disks were provided to 
those who requested them, and were not made available in a paper format at libraries and other 
places where documents are supposed to be accessible. It is impossible to understand the Draft 
document (and then to make appropriate comments and responses) unless the referenced reports 
can be consulted. 


Citizens For California High Speed Rati AccoufttabMy (CCHSRA) n » grassroots, non-profit corporation based in Kings County, California, CCHSRA was 
formed to ensure that the proposed CaMornia High Speed Rad ProyKt does not adversely affect the economy, environment, or the quatty of life of 
CaAfomia's erating communities, with a focus on Kings County, for more information, please vart: http://www.cchsra.ore/ . You may contact CC-HSA by 
mai at 7450 Mountain View Street, Hanford, California 93230 


As CEQA provides, at Public Resources Code Section 21005 (a): 

The Legislature finds and declares that it is the policy of the state that noncompliance 
with the information disclosure provisions of this division which precludes relevant 
information from being presented to the public agency, or noncompliance with 
substantive requirements of this division, may constitute a prejudicial abuse of 
discretion within the meaning of Sections 21168 and 21168.5, regardless of whether a 
different outcome would have resulted if the public agency had complied with those 
provisions. 

Access to the information contained in the technical reports (referenced in the Draft EIR/EIS but not 
made available to the public) is absolutely essential for CCHSRA to be able to make appropriate 
comments, and such comments are absolutely the kind of "relevant information" that CEQA demands 
not be precluded by agency actions. We do not believe that we can fully and properly participate in 
the CEQA/NEPA review process without having access to these technical reports, and we urge the 
Authority to take seriously its responsibility to make sure that such relevant information about the 
impacts of the proposed project is made available to the public, by taking the actions we outline 
above. 

Thank you for your attention to our request, and for your positive action in response. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Submission BO020 (Frank Oliveira, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, 
October 9, 2012) - Continued 


Aaron Fukuda 

7450 Mountain View Street, Hanford, CA 93230 


August 12,2012 

Chairman Dan Richard 
California High Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street. Suite 800 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Subject: Revised Draft EIR/EIS; fresno lo.Bakersfield • Pu blic Revi e w E w nsion 

Dear Chairman Richard and Authority Board Members, 

As a resident in California and a landowner who will be impacted by the High-Speed Alignment through 
Kings County I am requesting your agency allow the public an additional 90-days of review, which would 
make the total review time of 180-days. In my review process I am currently finding that l am only 
approximately 1/3 of the way through the document. The current task faced by myself and many others 
in the public is the ability to manage 15,000 pages of technical documentation, including reading, fact 
checking and note taking. Under the current time restraints a person would be required to read 
approximately 170 pages per day. The average person can read approximately 200 words per minute and 
the average number of words per page in the DKIR/EIS is approximately 600 words (sample pages were 
sampled and word counts done on each page). This means that it takes 3 minutes to read each page and 
having to read 170 pages per day would mean a person would need 510 minutes (8.5 hours) per day to 
review the DEIR/EIS. This only accounts for reading, the ability to take notes and comment increases the 
time requirements significantly. 

The reasons for allowing a 180-day review period arc as listed: 

• Ability to read, comprehend and comment on 15.000+ pages of documents in 90-days is 
unrealistic and limits the transparent process the "New” Authority has committed to achieving. 

• The timing of the review is problematic given its release during the late summer and conflicts 

w ith family summer vacations and the beginning of school. The review period for this document 
also coincides with the main harvest and peak fanning activities in the Central Valley. Many 
farmers who have shown initiative to review this document have not been allowed the appropriate 
time to coordinate the DEIR/EIS review with their daily work schedules. 

• Limited access of documents makes access for many difficult. Many of the people I have been 
talking to have attempted to access the document at public locations, however given limited hours 
of the locations, access is limited to the daytime. As many people work during the daytime it is 
difficult to read the document at public locations. 

• The public generally works between 8:00 AM and 5:00 PM. In my instance my workday begins 
at 7:00 AM and I am able to get home around 6:30 PM. My only availability to direct my review 
is from approximately 7:00 PM and into the late evening. As the analysis provided earlier 1 
would need 8.5 hours each day to accomplish a full reading, minus any meaningful review. 

• It should be noted that review of the DEIR/EIS is not the only review required. As information is 
provided, I have found that given the lack of details and information provided one must search 
other sources, mainly the internet to verify the information and findings provided in the 
DEIR/EIS. 

• The Authority has previously granted the public a 180-day review period for the Programmatic 
EIR, which was produced in 2005. The level of detail and analysis provided in the Programmatic 
EIR is significantly smaller, yet the public was allowed three-times the review period. The 
Authority has precedence to provide the public with an adequate review period. 


• The time period between the first release of the Draft EIR/F.IS and the Revised EIR/EIS w as 
never advertized nor described by the Authority as a review period. The public generally had no 
idea of why a Revised Draft EIR/EIS was being prepared nor when it w as going to be released. 
Given my review of the previous document and the Revised Draft EIR/EIS. it is not realistic to 
believe that just reading the highlighted areas yields a full understanding of the impacts. 

• The Authority has provided significant changes in the Draft EIR/EIS. Although changes are 
highlighted in the main document, changes made to Technical Documents and Appendices have 
not been highlighted. Therefore, I along w ith the public are having to review all of these 
documents again to determine if conflicts have been addressed and where changes have been 
made. 

Under California law (the California Environmental Quality Act), public participation is an essential part 
of the review process to ensure that there is a meaningful and effective comment and review period. 
Information gathered through this process will guide lead agency identification of impacts and 
development of mitigation measures. By limiting the effective review period of the DEIR/EIS. the 
Authority will ensure the public review process will be limited and ineffective. The high-speed rail 
project is a multi-decade project. The extension of 90 days for review will not significantly impact the 
overall schedule. Also the greater amount of public participation and comments provided by the people 
who know the impacts the greatest w ill provide cost savings by knowing impacts ahead of the 
construction phase. 

For the reasons above, 1 request that the Authority grant myself and the public a 180-day Revised Draft 
EIR/EIS review period. This extension alleviates many of the issues listed above and accommodates a 
reasonable review time for the public. As the Authority moves forward with this project it is incumbent 
upon you to act responsibly and in protection of the public interest, this includes and should emphasize 
those who will be asked to sacrifice the most for this project. A failure to acknow ledge this request will 
only signify that the old regime of the Authority is simply too entrenched to be replaced by a "New " 
Authority paradigm as has been touted by the Authority in recent months. 


Sincerely. 



Aaron Fukuda 


cc: 

Kings County Board of Supervisors 
Governor Jerry Brown 


/^Z_ 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Submission BO020 (Frank Oliveira, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, 
October 9, 2012) - Continued 


CITIZENS FOR CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL ACCOUNTABIUTY 

Po« Office Bo* 881 
Hanford. California 93232 
S59-469-668S (Cell/Te*t) 
frank.ol«veira.g m<Pimail com (Mott Direct) 
cchyaocgpBmatl.com (General Group Contact) 
http://www.cchsra.orK/ (Website) 

www twittcr.com/CCHS8A (T witter) 

Date: September 11, 2012 

t«k California High-Speed Rail Authority Board 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, California 9S814 
916-324-1541 boardmembers@hsr.ca.gov 

Dan Richard, Chair Lynn Schenk, Vice-Chair Thomas Richards, Vice-Chair 

Thomas Umberg Robert Balgenorth Jim Hartnett 

Michael Rossi 

Subject: CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORTS THAT ARE NOT AVAILABLE FOR PUBUC REVIEW 

We respectfully demand that the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) rescind its Revised Draft 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (RDEIR/S) Comment Period for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the 
High-Speed Train (HST) project. 

The Authority has not performed its required due diligence in the matter when it decided to not release more 
than 14,000-pages of Technical Reports that are part of the RDEIR/S and supposedly justify the report's many 
assumptions. Withholding this information from public display prevents the common person in the community 
without a high-speed internet service from meaningfully participating in the EIR/S process as required by state 
and federal law. 

Meaningful public participation in the process is clearly noted as a compliance requirement of the Authority's 
recently adopted NEPA/Environmental Justice policy. The Authority claims it has been complying in spirit with its 
new policy all along despite not having a policy in place for more than the 16-years of its existence. Over the last 
two years, it appears that the Authority has not complied with the spirit of its policy on numerous already 
discussed occasions before this Board. 

The Authority prepared to involve the public to participate in this current process by releasing approximately 
4,800-pages of the RDEIR/S to the public for the public's review. The released documents are identified as 
Volumes-I, II & III. The Authority released the documents via the Authority's website, via CD-Rom's provided by 
the Authority and by positioning Volumes-I, II St III, in public locations, such as libraries and community centers, 
for those members of the public wishing to review hard copies of the report. 




CCH^ RR 
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CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORTS THAT ARE NOT AVAILABLE FOR PUBUC REVIEW 

September 11,2012 
Page-2 of 2 

The problem with all of this is quite simple. If the Authority is required to have the public involved in this process 
and if the Authority knowingly is withholding 14,000-pages from the public of what the Authority refers to as 
important attachments to their report and if the public wants to review those documents within this process, the 
Authority needs to make those supporting documents readily available to the public, unless the Authority really 
does not want the public to be meaningfully involved. The public should have a full 90-days to review the 
RDEIR/S with all relevant documents available to cross-reference critical data contained in all relevant documents 
that explain why the report says what it says. 

Recall the RDEIR/S. 

Ensure that you have done things right. 

Re-roll out the Comment Period with at least a 90-day review period. 

Ensure that the hard copies of the RDEIR/S are complete and available in public locations during hours when the 
working public can access the documents in commonly spoken languages. 

We understand that our request will complicate the Authority's project timetable a little bit but our request is 
reasonable and appears to be supported by the Authority's own NEPA Environmental Justice policy. The public 
wants to be involved. 

If you have any questions of us, I can be reached at the contact points noted on the cover page. 



Aructvn«ntt: None 

fe File 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Response to Submission BO020 (Frank Oliveira, Citizens for California High Speed Rail 
Accountability, October 9, 2012) 


BQ020-1 

As described in Section 3.7, Biological Resources and Wetlands, of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, the proposed project would impact biological resources. 
However, these impacts will be mitigated, minimized, and/or avoided through the 
implementation of mitigation measures, as described in Section 3.7.7 

Impacts on agricultural lands and operations are analyzed in Section 3.14, Agricultural 
Lands, and impacts on communities and economic effects of the project, including those 
effects on agriculture, are analyzed in Section 3.12, Socioeconomics, Communities, and 
Environmental Justice. 

BQ020-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-16, 
FB-Response-SO-07. 

BQ020-3 

Refer to Master Response FB-Response-07 

BQ020-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Submission BO021 (Alan Scott, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October 
18, 2012) 


Alan Scott 

IB 1H Whitmore Street 
Hanford, California 9323Q-284H 


BO021-1 


BO021-2 


GciobcrlS. 2012 

Mr, Dan Richard 
Chairman 

California High Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street* Suite 800 
Sacramento. California 95814 

Subject: Revised Draft KIR/FIS: Fresno to Bakersfield * Public Review Extension request 
Dear Chairman Richard: 

As a resident of Kings County since 1974 and a resident of Plan Ibid since ] 978,1 strongly object 
the authority & board attempts to rush a project where there are numerous known deficiencies 
identified through recent & past comment letters, a number of existing legal actions and the 
many more legal actions that will surely be forth coming because of the lack of prof esxionat duo 
diligence. 

As a Founding Member of Citizens for California High Speed Rati Accountability* our primary 
goal from the onset was only one issue, the assurance that this project would be achieved with 
total compliance to Proposition IA passed by the voters November 2008. not the one that has 
been created by the authority & board today. 

To that end. the authority and board have failed in their responsibility by limiting the review time 
for approximately 30,000 pages of extremely technical documents. The average California 
Citizen(s) the majority who work whether hill or part time employment, some with access to 
electronic access, many without access, a significant number operate generational businesses that 
this review process seriously limits their ability to be successful especially when attempting to 
understand this massive wordy extremely technical documentation, further the limited access 
through public locations due their hours of operation, limited access to electronic tools or hard 
copy publications, limited or non-existence documents in Spanish, Hmong. Southeast Asia 
languages to name just a few. 

liven with the extension, it does not. still, allow for a reasonable proper review. The authority 
has 1 GO’S of individuals on the payroll or contracted to product these volumes of extremely 
technical EIR’s & filS's. while the public with zero experience is subject to a ridiculous limited 
review process. I believe the courts would call this an “unreasonable expectation" and would 
favorable look to increasing the review period. Furthermore, there is precedence for longer 


BO021-3 


BO021-4 


BO021-5 


Chairman. Dan Richard October IS* 2012 

Extension letter request Page 2 

review periods established by the authority where you allowed 1 -year for a much shatter 
EIR/EIS review in the bay area in late 2009 for this project. 

Therefore, I am asking you provide no less than a l-year review period for the reasons slated in 
my letter but for all the reasons slated in alt the other submission requesting an extension even if 
they did not request a I-year period, for review. Again, it would be interesting how the courts 
would react with the limited amount of access and time we, the citizen, had to review such 
detailed technical documents, 

I also believe it is very important to restate what Mrs. Heather Oliveira slated at the Hanford 
Public Comment session September 201 L that it was physically impossible for anyone to read 
the massive Draft KIR i Draft FIS issued in 2011 for Fresno to Bakersfield alignment iittlie time 
frame allowed even with the extension. 1 believe, she staled, it would take about 104 days of 
continuous uninterrupted reading just to get through all 30,000 plus pages in less time, amazing. 

Your current comment period does not even allow for any of the items I have addressed. In 
addition, this Revised and the previously released and then pulled draft EIR/EIS were riddled 
with massive errors & omissions produced by your highly over compensated CAHSRA 
contractors (this issue must be addressed in another forum because the checks and balances are 
sorely lacking). 

I also remind you that at least 14.000 pages arc missing making proper response impossible by- 
all citizens of California. 

But the real issue is the absolute disenfranchisement and failure to oven address a number of 
ethnic groups - Spanish, Hmong. & Southeast Asia populations. 

Merced to Bakersfield Counties the actual numbers of disenfranchised citizens is unknown to us 
and to you as well and this is a major violation of NEPA (you know the specific suction). None 
of communities were provided with a 100% FIR / ElS’s printed in their languages). Well you 
are aware that there are numerous California departments or agencies who publish multiple 
l anguage documents and once again. I am sure the courts would not look favorably on this 
massive Fnvironmental Justice oversight, 

Therefore, to that end and to ensure the authority and board are eliminated front any potential 
litigation, I am now adamantly requesting a review period of one (I )-ycar from the time all 
properly annotated documents have been redistributed where public access is. not limited but 
aggressively allowing for proper citizen review. You arc aware that this request is not just pulled 
out of the sky. it is bused on a previous review period of this time frame for documents not even 
as extensive as these last two for Fresno to Bakersfield: therefore, precedence s has been 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Submission BO021 (Alan Scott, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October 
18, 2012) - Continued 


BO021-6 


Chairman Dan Rich*rd Octahcr IS, 2012 

Extension letter request Tage 3 

established by the authority & board. Again, when presented to the courts this could become a 
litigation issue for the authority & board. 

Tint Sheehan's article in the Sunday Fresno Bee of October 7. 2012 edition re ‘Delays could 
compromise rail funding’, your CLO Jeff Morales noted (hat he moved from, accepting bids from 
contacting teams on the request of (he bidders for more lime request. So the previous ’'finny up 
policy” to get the project going is bogus and if a bidder needs more lime, they get it? However, 
if a taxpayers) wants more lime, they get shut down and 1 base this of Mr Morales statement 
back in (I believe the August 2012 board mig) stating we already haw had almost a year, or 
words to that affect. That is mils, why would we continue to review a pulled document? Mis 
commeni generated rebuttal from at least two directors and this changed the tone lor a moment . 
Check the tape. Further, the pulled EIR/EIS document in October 2011. if tlie truth be known, 
flawed wort product & serious failures on non-compliance with CEQA & NEPA, And nothing 
changes as the Revised draft EIR/FIS also is riddled with the similar or same omissions and the 
revised would be released in the spring of 2012 but in iact it was released in July 2012? Why? 

Could it he you needed more time to prepare your publiealton? But you have 10lFs of 
individuals whether staff or contractors to accomplish this task and they si til did not get it right. 

In closing. Mr, Richard, it is clear that there are serious behind the scenes political issues are at 
play but your only responsibility is to the citizens of California who charge you wi(h making the 
most dilTieult decisions once you realize the project is a failure based on empirical evidence and 
it must be made prior to the first shovel hitting the ground. Failure to be fiscally responsible 
with taxpayer monies, this becomes a major issue especially when known evidence demonstrates 
clearly the path you are on is going to end up wasting billions ol dollars. I heretore. it you will 
not give the I-year extension, (hen your only requirement is to now disband the existing 
authority, the board and end all vendors & contractors contracts immediately ensuring all due 
monies are disbursed in accordance with existing laws and regulations. 



131® Whitmore Street 
Hanford. CA 93230-2848 

cc: 

CCHSRA Archives Files 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Response to Submission BO021 (Alan Scott, Citizens for California High Speed Rail 
Accountability, October 18, 2012) 


BQ021-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 


BOQ21-6 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS provides a complete analysis of the 
environmental impacts associated with all phases of the project alternatives. Preparation 
of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS took longer than originally forecast. Therefore, 
it was released in July 2012 instead of spring 2012. 


BO021-2 


Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-07. 


The Authority website has provided translated materials, and the Authority has offered 
translation services at all public meetings. The Executive Summary and several public 
educational materials regarding the Draft EIR/EIS and the Revised DEIR/Supplemental 
DEIS are available in Spanish. Also, notification letters for the Draft EIR/EIS were sent in 
English and Spanish to residents, property owners, meeting attendees, businesses, 
organizations, elected officials, cities, counties, and agencies. 

BOQ21-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 

BOQ21-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-07. 

The Authority website has provided translated materials, and the Authority has offered 
translation services at all public meetings. The Executive Summary and several public 
educational materials regarding the Draft EIR/EIS and the Revised DEIR/Supplemental 
DEIS are available in Spanish. Also, notification letters for the Draft EIR/EIS were sent in 
English and Spanish to residents, property owners, meeting attendees, businesses, 
organizations, elected officials, cities, counties, and agencies. 

BOQ21-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-07. 

Materials translated into Spanish included the Executive Summary, Notice of 
Preparation, a summary of the highlights of the Draft EIR/Draft EIS, a Draft EIR/Draft 
EIS overview brochure, and comment cards at the public workshops and hearings. In 
addition, a multilingual, toll-free hotline was made available for public comments and 
requests. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Submission BO022 (Maureen Fukuda, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, 
October 18, 2012) 


W. 


CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Rail Authority 


Comment Card 
Tarjeta de Commentarios 


Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section la Section dc Fresno a Bakersfield del Iren de Alla Velocidad 

Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Proyedo Revisodo de InForme de Impede Ambiental/ 
Supplemental Draft Environ menial Impact Statement Dedoraddn de ImpacEo Ambiental Frayedo S-upiBrtiEnlario 
(Revised Draft EIR/Supple mental Draft EIS) (Proyecta Revisodo EIR/Proyecto Supfementorio EIS] 


Please submit your completed comment cord at the Per favor entrague su tarjeta eamplefada al final de la 
end of the meeting, or mail lo: reunfan, aenviela porcorreoa la sjgufante direction: 

fresiro to Bakersfield Revised Draft SIR‘Supplemental Draft SIS Comment, 770 L Street, Suite BOO, Satromcnfo, CA OSS 14 


' Extended comment period for Fresno T ^ er 20# D p Extendido el perfado de comentario ^3 20 

K to Bakersfield High Speed Train Revised ic <% « *; publico del Proyecto Revisado rwn quo ser 

Draft ElR/SupplemerUal Draft EiS: ^2012. reci uf^PrOyectoSupfamentartoEiS Connies 
July 20 ~ October 19 ^ JuHo 20 J Octu bre 19 


BO022-1 


Name/Nornbre: 1 A CuU.vtr&-\J _ 

Qrganrzatian/Organiiocfan: O ( A S ^ __ 

Address/Domicilio: L q ^ _ 

Phone Number/Nd mere -£k*4fj ^^‘7.3 l _____ . - _ _—_,, 

City, Slate, Zip Code/Ciudad, Ejtado, Cddigo Poston H ~^ ^32^3cj _ 

E-mail Ajddress/Correo Electr6nico: kYV Z . (&_ \ l 

[Use additional pages ft needed/Usor pesg ras adfafanaes si es recescr o) 

L U)\\[ _ W £aj_£l!£lpA^_dSh£_? 

_ T-A^ __ dtei4igv-ywiV\'gLFS v'oe^cL kjill " __ _ 

^ 4^0 UlA\ CM o&c Q»n __ 

_ bf tJ'iAf. -to iStc &A __ 

'TUe - 


U)\\ olL Ki-thS. £-CC dS-T> 


4. Do&> 4^- *4 _ 

44\p L&Tui -\a 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Response to Submission BO022 (Maureen Fukuda, Citizens for California High Speed Rail 
Accountability, October 18, 2012) 


BOQ22-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03. 

Grade-separation locations are determined through coordination with the local roadway 
agency. Typically, roadways having average daily travel (ADT) greater than 2,000 are 
provided 8-foot shoulders, consistent with the existing roadway condition. Overcrossings 
will be sized to accommodate expected traffic, including farm machinery. Grade 
separations will comply with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
stopping sight distance standards. Access to the overcrossings will vary depending on 
the specific orientation of the HST alignment, the road being crossed, and the road 
standards; not all overcrossings will have north and south access. 

BOQ22-2 

Alignment plans and maps of parcels directly affected by the project (including tracks, 
stations, and overpasses) where the whole parcel or a portion thereof would be acquired 
by the project have been analyzed together to assess the total impact and are provided 
in Volume III of the EIR/EIS. 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Submission BO023 (Charlene Hook, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October 
18, 2012) 


October 10, 2012 


Fr(*no TO Bakersfield Revised Draft ^Supplemental Draft ElS Comment 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95314 



October 10, 2012 


Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supplcmental Draft CIS Comment 
770 L Street, Suite S00 
Sacramento, CA 95614 


Dan Richard, Chair 
6oand of Directors 
California H igh-Speed Rail Authority 


Dan Richard, Chair 
Board of Directors 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 


RE: Revised Draft Eift/Suppfomental Draft EtS Comment - Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


RE: Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft ElS Comment - Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


BO023-1 


Dear California High-Speed Rail Authority: 


IMS letter submits m V Moments on the R«IshJ Draft E.fi/Su B pleraental Draft EBtoJh' 

Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the proposed California high-speed train system (Draft BlVEIS). 
Th is D raft EIR/EIS first became available for publlc review and comment on J uly 20, 2. no 

comment period doses on October 19,2012. Unfortunately, the Draft EIR/EIS ts fundamentally 
inadeo uate, and fai Is to comply with the mandatory requi rematfs of the Ca liforma 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQAJ and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Prop 
1A. Major changes must be made- After those changes are made, the Draft ElR/EIS must then 
be recirculated for further review and. comment. We urge the Authority to make the changes 
necessary to comply with the law. We will elaborate on those legal requirements, and point out 
why they are so important, as a kind of “Introduction" to our specific comments on the 


If the EIR/EIS for this project truly presented the actual impacts, and truly explored and 
analyzed alternatives and mitigation measures that could eliminate or reduce them, the 
Authority might make a different decision than a decision simply to proceed with the project as 
currently proposed. 

Mease don J t shortchange the law - or us. Our environment, our local community, our local 
economy, and our personal livelihoods depend on your positive response to these comments, 
and to your compliance with CEQA and NEPA. We urge you to make the changes In the Draft 
EIR/EI5 that are required by law, and then to recirculate that document for additional public 
review a nd comment- 


Thank you for taking our concerns seriously. 


Very truly yours, 
CHARLENE HOOK 
CHARLENE HOOK 


Feting a* &> KW c J ^ 

H Mrkt brikit x. j t ^6 r- , 


Dear California High-Speed Rail Authority: 

this letter submits my comments on the Revised Draft ElR/Supplemental Draft ElS for the 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the proposed California high-speed train system (Draft EIR/ElS). 
This Draft ElR/EIS first became available for public review and comment cm July 20, 2012. The 
comment period closes on October 19,2012, Unfortunately, the Draft ElR/EIS is fundamentally 
inadequate, and fails to comply with the mandatory requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Prop 
1A, Major changes must be made. After those changes are made, the Draft EIR/EIS must then 
be recirculated for further review and comment. We urge the Authority to make the changes 
necessary to comply with the law. We will elaborate on those legal requirements, and point out 
why they are so important, as a kind of "introduction" 1 to ovr specific comments on the 
document. 

If the ElR/EIS for this project truly presented the actual impacts, and truly explored and 
analyzed alternatives and mitigation measures that could eliminate or reduce them, the 
Authority might make a different decision than a decision simply to proceed with the project as 
currently proposed. 

Please don't shortchange the law - or us,. Our environment, our local community, our local 
economy, and our personal livelihoods depend on your positive response to these comments, 
and to your compliance with CEQA and NEPA. We urge you to make the changes in the Draft 
EIR/EIS that are required by law, and than to recirculate that document for additional public 
review and comment. 

This project has baen run inappropriately from the beginning* or "our environmenl does not lake a 
back seat to HSR* 

Thank you for taking our concerns seriously. 

Very truly yours, 

RICHARD HOOK 


RICHARD HOOK 


bq L fWitU 


its'i*-ftE, ^ ^Uqr-TVm 




!6-u,' o_ <P 4 J -<SS 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Submission BO023 (Charlene Hook, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October 
18, 2012) - Continued 


CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Rail Authority 


Comment Card 
Tarjeta de Commentaries 


Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section Id Section de Fresno □ Bakersfield del Tien de Alto Vctocrdod 

Revised Draft Environmental Imped Report/ (Vc^ecto Re*£»do do Informs do Impoda Ambfentai/ 
Supplemental Draft Environmental impact Si clement Declaration de impacta Ambientol flroyecfo Skiplemeniori* 
(Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS) (Ptoyedo Revisodo EIR/Ptoyedo SuplementariD EIS] 

Please Submit your completed common! cord Si the Por favor onlro^ue su tarjetc completado cl final da io 
ead of Ihe meeting, or mqi| te; reunion, O Ortvtela pOr correo a !□ sigulenta diracciarr 

Ere ino to Bakersfield Revised Draft ilR.Svpplemetrtal Draft EIS Comment, 770 L Street, Suite SOD, Sacramento, CA 95&14 


Tho camnwrt period is from July 20 to September 20, 
2012. Comments must be received electr o nioaliy, or 
postmarked, pn or before September 20, 2012. 


Name/Nombre: 


Qhrk'U.aa- l4sc^ 


El periodo de comentario be del 20 dc Julio a i 20 
de Septiembre del 2012. Los oomentodos iienen que ser 
rocibdos eleclrdniccunenle, o rnatosellodos, d o antes 
del 20 de Septiembre de ! 2012, 


Orgonijotion/Orgonlmain: Stl f | £ 6^^* Qv ^ f + KM'p C ^.trl fn 

Address/Domicilioi l^ite _ 

Phone Numher/Numero de TeUfano: ^ H ^ ~ 


City, Stale, Zip Cocte/Ciudad, Estedc, Cbdigo Pbstah C orc amr^ , CA *~f 3&I 3- 


E-moil Address/Correo Eleetrbnico: C _ 

(L^ addilionol pages if needsdAJsar poginas odidOrtules si es recewria) 

jut l t'ia.iu J) Cu i \c cl Uk he ■_ 3 

4? haii fft A ^ thL i is. & i ^ 'Y S i a. ]4 fa lcA t i41. J> 


4 


dicmd &rt 4- A v n f>^F fJAJLft&fr 

l -feg l.\n,L 2> K fl LCl w , i ,") <j ifj, m KA kyj ___ 

£ dLW u . p «f- J \ L. y , h jll cjfrJi OJTVa 3.L&&&AGL h. aI>1 s T4v (jJr 

■\*\ jp i j\,\ t { tem - j <TLm T-LjjXvtTXjdLE D.,Crk A (t ■ . 7. 1 A i h*% foM- 




- — » ■ y r s V - ^—“t—■ 

\ r c >% rv\ fUL LX J 1 . Nus n t n .: r n n I Aj H Cm, € ^ 51 -1 'L [ /4 ^ 

clfrdL P Jntt^jav, U1 hn Hi ill &. h.c t_ l i^-u j n'k, C ct CriLfaH a H' ? 

r.\n^ las jtfct ^ aaj av t j~i> f a 6 l ___-— 


.CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Rail Authority 


Comment Card 
Tarjeta de Commentaries 


Fr esno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Sodioti ha Seaton de Fresno a BakenfieEd del Tren de Afta Veloddad 

Revised Draft Envircmmenlol Impad Report/ Prayeclo Revi«?do- de Intarme da fmpotto Ambieniol/ 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Slatemenl DKlarackin de Impada Ambieniol Proyedo Suptomartaria 
(Revised Draft EtR/Supplementa! Draft ElS] (FVoyecto Revisodo Elft/P'royedo Suplemantarto EiS] 

Please submit your coniplotatl commeni card al the Par faver enlregue su Icrjeta complettHfa al find de la 
end of ihe meding, or mail So: reuniAn, a envielo por correo a la siguienta direccton: 

frcsne to Bofccrtfic/iJ Revised Draft fiR/Sappkatentai Draft KS Comment, 770 1 Street, Swfte BOB/ Sort amenta, CA 9SSI4 

The comment period' Is from July 20 lo September 20, El periodo de cjomentario es del 20 de Julio ol 20 
2012. Comments must be received electronically, or de Sepliembre del 2012. Los comenlarios tienen quo SSf 
postmorked, on or before September 20, 2012. recibidos eledrpnicomente, o molctsellodos, el o antes 

del 20 de Sepliembre del 2012- 


Name/N ombre: 


tL 


r±L 


Organiiation/Qraanizad-rin: O.Jiy.ft .5 JO^L .Cfl l i-F 
Address/Domlcitio: =3X4_ 


Phone Number/Numero de TelAfono r --- 

City, State, Zip Ccde/Gudad, Estedo, Cbdigo Postal:( h/ZQe&trs f Crf ^3/^L 


E-mail Address/Correo Eleetr6nico: lC ha - 

(Use oddiliand pages if needed/Usor pogiao* odicicuwiles si es neewario) 

" TH Au^iviff >4 J CA brn 1.4 W.L.P m &rvuL L J1111 f a 

ini 4 J rm I ron<t 7 f-Stej-U J i-t ^ fte iyt?L>rvLpidjL Aoa-W ^-kS q^flj^ ■ DrA 

r ) frli J L }Jt\ (LtPCr^y AjL A hp n r > (T \ ft Q,ly j^ bs lpu4 bju - 

mx njt C-i4~y-rv^ a- 4^ pru yL.x,^ iQiXJ I COQic )4rC"cO C t\r\ ^4^., 


An ^fwiPi U ilC N- ^U -j. lr f itinC.cnu . pvJ TfJfr- UjIui. 

0ytf>vl nU^i.On Q.jd4otaoKijL ! ^fvm^kii— AtVthtuh ^ - 

Aptr.4or oppnfir^iifart.4s t , s> 4tT. Tslk-Ai —-- 

^ Tn <^di4 KAjCIaTfA, yp IhflftWa 

** --H * h r I 0 l^ffn s 1 0 CTUl X- j^ £_ 

AtalK^ K cUfcF. Cl n fi ---- 


^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 

I.* | „ | _ *, . - Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Kail Authority '^pr Administration 













































































California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Submission BO023 (Charlene Hook, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October 
18, 2012) - Continued 


CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Rail Authority 


Comment Card 

Tarjeta de Commentaries 


Fresno to Bakersfield Hfgh-Spced Train Section La Section de Fresno a Bakersfield del Trtn de Alta Veloridad 

Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Jfroy«cfo Revisado de Wan™ de Imparia Ambiental/ 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impacl Statement Qedaracion de Impado Ambiental IVayetfa Suplemeniario 
(Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS] (Proyecto RevLsado EIR/Proyeclo Suplementorio ElSj 

Please submit your completed common! card al the Par favor enlregue su tarjeta completoda al final de !o 
end of ihe meeting, or moil lo: reynidn, q enviefa por correo a la siguiente direeddn: 

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft MR; Supplemental Draft EIS fofliniQffr, 7701 Street, Suite BOO, Hairam-nto. CA 95314 

The comment period i? from July 20 to September 20, 0 periods de comentano es del 20 de Julio al 20 

2012, Comments must be received electronically, or de Septiembre del 2012. Los comentarpos lienan que ser 
postmarked, on cht before September 20, 2012. redbidos eteefr6nkorrenTe, o mataselfudas, el o antes 

del 20 de Septiembre del 2012. 


Manw/Nombre: 


XiWvrUho_ll 




Organizattorr/Orgonii&ei6n: j *(2C HSfcA . CrTgrtfi 0-4?CflliX" -l| K<i C\Op On u.n 

Address/D&miciliCK 3 / to ___ 

Phono Number/iNumero do TeUfonor -5^^4 


City, Stale, Zip Code/CEudad, Estado, Cddigo Postal : ^ IrtPfie’OAn, 1 

E-mait Addness/Correo Elficti^nicQ: Ch«3^£X3ii33 j&h OJlri _ 

[Use addition! pog« if n«d#d/Usar paginal otJtoc?r.d« si m nwnsorio) 

QJC&tS-RirJcl /A 7 /U kb-g. /LLlJ./Ar Wl j. 


±££2242 


cllSoa d tt*tyay- /a- 

Alf- l b gtoi/ - ii i / tttiafi u 'U L-i'- Jj^L X rn nai 

CSflvi -Ja A t -3‘m V/.t bjmj m/nijdsrj h&/j& 

ttip-ttjj. r n ti^X - cttziLj U J£i dd- 

id ill J . tyi lJ u ? _ fh> AS Wi jT- 5 } ft &0 hr &jflM , d^LlS _ 

A Q.LiJu iL‘^;vb he Qj^ &ss ~t~ - 

f S fyte -. cn. lb ** bC fttfP 4T Usto dJjJh®# &UL 

,Jy t? / wV/iX fjffl. LC&l dliltAfrU — L_ 

flJlf.C.di'A ^ U- kl fTi ■ »- u lfJjl . Ac id . -LUfLl/t-l-Jci.t M*J 1 jL ~ * 1 ’* 1 

C lii. /Mtj , ff pent SiUA \ } ^ 'de*" 

T& ‘ 




niLj £ncH _ t-5 //L 7^ 

L &-£j L//U ti.iu. ' fki&jliL 
w<t* to*t hj^ fU /V Z/ y "£fjL-I'hn^ JUjuLjkf^ 


.CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Rail Authority 


Comment Card 
Tarjeta de Commentarios 


Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section La Section dc Fresno a Bakersfield del then de Afta Uelocidod 

Revised Draft invironmentol Impact Report/ FVay*tto Revisada de Informe de Impado Ambienttil/ 
Supplemental Drofli Environmental Impact Stotemeni Oedaradbn de Impado AmWeribol Proyedo Suplementario 
(Revised Draft EIR/Supplcmenial Draft EIS) (PrayBcta Revisado EIR/ProyectoSuplemeniorio EIS) 

Please submil your completed comment cord at Ihe For favor entregue su tarjela campleEuda al final de la 
end of the meeliag, or moil to: reunidn, a enviela por correo a la sigurefita direccian; 

fresiip to Bakersfield Revised Draft [IR 'SuppIcmental Draft MS Comment, 770 L Street, Suite BOO, Satramenta, (A 9SBI4 


The comment period is from July 20 to September 20 , 
2012 . Comments must be received electronically, or 
postmorked, on or before September 20 , 2012 . 


Nome/Nombro; 




El periods de camenlarto es del 20 de Julia al 20 
de Septiembre del 2012 , Los comentarioi i-enen que ser 

redbidos eledrcinicamente, o mataseUadoS, el a antes 
del 20 de Sepiiembre del 2012 . 


toe: 


Organizatidr/Organizaddn: f y C<1 , C ^ F f ^ n ^ 

Address/Oomlcilio: ___ 

Phone Number/Ntfnwo de TelAfono- ?Vm/ 


City + Stale, Zip Code/Ciudod, Estado, Cddiga ftMfd:C^rc£if6-in *- 73^1 <3-__ 

E-mail Address/Correo Electron ico: ^ ■ g gd- ___ 

[Use additional pages- if needed/Usar paginos ad'inDnales si « necesaria) 

C L £.te.'iStJL<JtQji4 gEiiKLyjQ^ ia^ f i._ iTto hfjL ‘- jg ^ 

"if- tu^k. *1 fj i [ 


cLutn^ah~zit.-.4- 


J 1 fCl \ 

4 ^ 6 . TTfir Lti M-ti mi i | '-,| 

t SoJ) kkXVYV D*, U 4 CV OLAiJL. 

IK 


^ 1 -J ** 

-t.-hu -- 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Submission BO023 (Charlene Hook, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October 
18, 2012) - Continued 


CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Rati Authority 


Comment Card 
Torjeta de Commentaries 


Fresno fo Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section La Section de Frrarto a Bakersfield del Tien de Alio Velocidad 

Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/ froyetto Ravnado do Infer™ de Impario Ambiental/ 
Sypplemenlol Draft Environmental Impact Statement Dedaraddni de (mpacfo Ambiental Prcyecto Saplemenlorio 
(Revised Draft EtR/Supplemenlal Draft ElSj (Proyedo Revkado EIR/Proyedo Saplementano ElSj 

Please submit your completed comment Card at the Par lavor enlregue su torero completada al Final de la 
end of She meeting, or moil l<S: rteurtidrt, o enviela par corneo o la siguiente dirccciorv 

Fre irro to BakcaFidd Revised Draft HR/Supplemental Draft £IS Comment 7701 Street, Suite BOO, Sairamento, CA 95314 

The comment period is from July 20 to September 20, El periado de comentono es del 20 de Julio al 20 
2012. Comments must be received electronically, or de Sepfiembre dd 2012. Los comentonos lienen que ser 
postmarked, on or before September 20, 2012. recibldos efecfidnioomenta, o molaselfadcs, d o antes 

dd 20 de Sepfiembre dd 2012. 


Neme/Nombre: 


Organiialion/Organiiacidn: L CCll4Si?..^ t CjA-lJorfUA. , 

AddreM/Domieil io: 


Ptierte Number/Numero deTelfifonoL 


City, State, Zip Gade/Ciudad. Estodo, CSdigo ftwtd:jCoX ^^n . t. Cft ____ 

E-mail Address/Corneo Eledrdnico: CiK ^r M Zj j i ffi ne-t^caLp^ . m^A- _.—_ 

jUu oddilioriql page! If netded/Usa r paginal adicicnoles si es ri«eSario] 
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Comment Card 
Tarjeta de Commentarios 


Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section La Section de Fresno a Bakersfield del Trim de Alta Velaiidad 

Revised Draff Environmental Impact Report/ Proyecto ftevisado de Informs de Impnda AmbiBnlni/ 
Supplemental Draft Ertviranmenial Impact Statement Declaration de Impada Ambienkil Proyode Suplementario 
(Revised Drafl EIR/Sopplemental Draft EIS) {Proyecto Revisado EIR/ProyectoSuplemontario EIS) 

Please submil yoar completed comment card at the for favor eotregue su larjeto compleiodo ol final de la 
end of the meeting, or mad to; reunion, 0 enviela par correo a la siguiente direeddn; 

Frwno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EtK/'Supptementp! Draft £15 Tomjwrrf, 7701Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95$ 14 

The comment period is from July 20 to September 20, Et penode de ccmentorio es del 20 de Julia al 20 
2012. Canvmnb must be received e Iednonreally, or de Septiombre del 2012. Los COmentQi'ios tienen que ser 
postmarked, on or before September 20, 2012. nedbidos electnpnicamente, q mptasellados, el o antes 

del 20 de Septiembre del 2012 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Submission BO023 (Charlene Hook, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October 
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October 9, 2012 

California High Speed Rail Authority 


BO023-13 


BO023-14 


Charlene Hook 
3 EOS™ Avenue 
Corcoran, CA 93212 
559/992-5436 


Self/CCHSRA, Citizens of California & Kings County 


Cl iitrftl 353flf■mgtscapc. mil 


I ait i making you await of all (he violations regarding you HSR project. You are violating the NEPA, CMJA. 
Prop I A, Environmental Justice Law, Title VI of die Civil Rights Afllofi964; Presidential Executive Order 
PS97 and the California State Law Govern mem Code 654040.12 also the National Environmental Policy Act. 


nrAkuMli OTYfinV trt ( HC 1 ! 1 1 


Attached is a newspaper article from the Hanford Sentinel on 9-21-12 stating the Central Valley cities arc 
among the poorest in the United States and the census figures show a big class and race divide. I he Central 
Valley has the highest farm revenues in the country but rank the poorest in (he state and nation. The valley s 
poverty rale is high with I of 4 people living under the poverty line. Supposedly your goal is to provide the 
greatest public good and the least private injury or inconvenience, do you really believe this considering what 
you ate trying to do? How can you justify this by displacing many tow income families? You need to read the 
article I have attached to get the full impact. 

You will not be creating long lasting jobs, but will be causing citizens to loose their livelihood who cannot 
afford to go anywhere else. Do you have an answer for this? Pul yourselves in these peoples place loosing 
everything you have worked for. how would you feel? 


[ have contacted the Federal Government with a complaint to investigate what you are doing and they will also 
gel a copy of this comment. 


G 





CC: USA, GOV US GENERAL SERVICES 
OFFICE OF CITIZEN SERVICES 
WASHINGTON. DC. USA 


hupt^nswera.ua.sov/syfitcm/sdfservLce^omro 


UertCONElGURATIGN’ 


, lOLKl&PARTITlON JP= 1 &C. 


10/9/20 


/^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 

_ , r . - Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Kail Authority 'W Administration 
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California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Submission BO023 (Charlene Hook, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October 
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CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Rail Authority 


Comment Card 
Tarjeta de Commentaries 


Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section La Section de Fresno a Bakersfield del Tren de Alta Veloddad 

Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Prayeda Revisadq de Inlorme de Impede Ambierftil/ 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Imped Statement Declaration de Impacts Ambientol Prayeda Suplementaria 
[Revised Draft ElR/Supplemeniol Draft EIS} (Proytcto Reviwdo EtR/Proyeda Suptemenlaria EIS) 

Please submit your completed comment card at the Pbr Favor enir-egue su laijeta completadc el final de la 
end aif the meeting, or mail lo: reunion, o eavtola par cornea a lo sigyiente direccidn: 

Fresno fo Saktrift'ctd Revised Draft £iR. Supplemental Draft ttS Comment, 7701 Street Svite S00, Sacramento, CA 95014 

The comment period is from July 20 to September 20, El periodo do comentcmo es del 2Q de Julio at 20 
2012, Commente must be received electronically, or de Septiembre del 2012. Los camerntorios. lienen que ser 
postmarked, on or before September 20, 2012. red bides decironicomente, o malasellados, el o antes 

del 20 de Septiembre del 2012, 


Nome/Nombra; ' C- 




Qrsaniiation/OrBoniimecbsr ' ■ ^ V-izcioS ' 

Address/Damicil io: 3l6s Tn _ _ _ _ ____ 




Phone Mumber/Numero do Telefono: V. . .iL.V2 


City, State, Zip Coda/Ciudad, Es-lado, Cadigo PostsI \ t C^-f 

E-moil Address/Correo ElednSnico: (n* 

(Us# additional pages if fiseded/LJsar poglrms adicicnoles. si bs neGeSCwio) 



CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Rail Authority 


Comment Card 
Tarjeta de Commentaries 


Fresno lo Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section La Secden de Fresno a Bakersfield del Trerv de Alla Velocidod 

Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Proyecta ftevisado de Informe de Impodo Ambientol/ 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Slotemenl Dedorocibn de Impacts Ambientol Rfayette Suplemenlarla 
(Revised Draft EIR/Supplemenlal Draft EIS) [Prayecto Revisada EIR/Prayedo Suplementorio EIS} 

Please submit your completed commend card Crt the Per Favor entregue so tarjeta completada at final de la 
end of the meeting, or mail tor reunion, a envida par carreo a In siguiente direccidn: 

Fresno to Bates/rc/tf Revised Pro ft Hff/frppferncfftof Draft SiS Comment, 770 l Street, Juiffi 800, Jfirmrmeffto, fA 9S8I4 


The comment period is from July 20 la SepKirKbfir 20, 
2012. Comments must be received electronically, or 
postmarked, on or before September 20, 2012 . 


El pen ado de comenlario es del 20 de Julia af 20 
de Septiembre del 2012, Lcm comeniorios tienen que ser 
redbidas electronionmente, o matosellodos, el o antes 
del 20 de Septiembre del 2012. 


CJbfi 


r VS f VmJ 




Nome/Hambre: 

Organiiotion/Orsaniaocidn: _£j 
Addrees/Domicllio: r V* l i 

Phone Number/Numero de TeEefono l fO—Elr L liiii;. -5 


■-i KSl^('sutH | 


City, Slate, Zip Ccde/Ciudqd, EsEado, Cddigo postal —L(3J4i^L_ 

E-moil Address/Correo Electrdnico: iM/ -_._Ds?J__ 

(Use oddillcmal pages if neededrUsar paginos otficionetes si es neCMChe) 
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Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Submission BO023 (Charlene Hook, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October 
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CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Rail Authority 


Comment Card 
Tarjeta de Commentaries 


w. 


CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Rail Authority 


Comment Card 
Tarjeta de Commentaries 


Fresno to Bakersfield High-Speed Wain Seri Ion La Seaton dc Frcino a Bakersfield del Tren de Afta Vebridad 

Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Proyedo Revisatfo tto Inform* de tmpacto Ambiental/ 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Stolement Declaration de Impact* Ambiental Froyedo Suplemantario 
(Revised Draft EIR/Supplementol Draft El$] (Ptoyacto Revisado EIR/Proyoeto Suplemeniorio EIS) 

Please submil your completed comment card «l the Par favor enlregua su tan'ota tomplelada al final de la 
end of the meeting, pr mqil to: reunion, o envielb por oorreo a la siguionta direction' 

Fresno to fro tariffed Revised Craft Sik'SvppfemCnial Draft EIS Comment, 770 L Street, Surto BUG, Sorromejito, Cfl ?JSI4 


Fresno 10 Bakersfield High-Speed Train Section La Settlen de Fresno a Bakersfield del Tren de Alla Veloddad 

Revised Draft Environmental impact Report/ Ptoyecte Reviwdo de Informe de Impacta Ambiental/ 
Supplemental Droit Environmental Impact Statement Dec; a "scion de Impacta Ambianlal Proycdo Suptementaria 
(Revised Draft ElR/Supplemcntol Draft EIS) {Frayeclo Rovisado ElR/Proyecta Suptementarta EIS) 

Please submit your completed comment cord at Ihe Par favor enlreguo su torjeso completed* ol final de la 
end of the meeting, or mail to: reunion, a enviela par Carre* 0 Id iiguionle direction 

Fresno to Sakprsfj'efd Revised Draft Elfb Supplemental Draft FfS Comment, 7713 i Street r Suite £00, Saframenie, CA !ifU 


Thu commanl period is from July 201* September 20 , £1 pariodo de comentorsD es del 20 de Julio £t1 20 

2012. Comments must be received electronically. Of de Sepllembre del 2012- Los comentqrios lienen qua ser 
postmarked, an a* before September 20, 2012, retibidos eJectrorticamente, o malaseltados, el o onlses 

del 20 de Sepiiembre del 2012- 


Nome/Nombre: T'.UaW t TLA- 


Organiialtan/Orgonisocibn: 

Address/Domitil io; 3 i 4?, 


Phone Mumber/Numero de TetAfono; 


City, State, Zip Code/Ciudad, Es-tado, CddijjQ h:stal;.C-c£LDrtLCL l _C.ti_ 33-1 ^ 

E-moil Acfdress/Corroo Elecirdnico: _ 

(Use additional pages it nmded/Usar paginal oditiandw v m necesorioj 

-3' -v r |\Glul 4. j C<.~f o L M-kl-.C-Hi C.O ,'u bi' ir* rtrf/v.t f 


lA U ^v ?s4a. \ ht p tit 
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/U i£Ji a m f\atLj?T\n (■ f7V\ S-3H3 L U?tVl /4-^ 

—L ^ai H-Li aK C - a Li- ^ to — 


The comment period is from July 20 fo September 20, El ptwiodo de ccKmenfario es del 20 de Julio ol 20 
2012. Comments must be received electronicolly, m cfe Septiembre del 2012- Las camentorios tienen qua ser 
postfTvarkied, on or before September 20, 2012. retibidos electrbnicamente, o nsotoseflodos, el a anies 

del 20 de Septiembre del 2012. 


Name/Nembne: 

Orfloniiolton/Orgonizocibn: ^ 

Address/Damidlio: j3iia_5** 

Phone Mumber/Numero de Teletanp: l "l~ 


City, Stare, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Codiga Pasta I :J 




E-moil Address/Correo Electronico:LnL3& ^ P-' he.^l ~J < < -j 
(U» addiriano! pag« if rMwiad/Usar papirwi adiciunoles si es necesorta] 


As L^okcV Cjw Prop t A 


U .T >v .l45iC--p^^iL. 

1 



JlUmpA r O j 

Y rjA- 

Ai'.fJ.p.j, YxJ bbo Uti 4c. U ni' r".\ S. S-kj-tsH- c h ~|- Sown .jrX 


.ClL-ULiL 


/^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 

- 1 * I — | _ *, . - Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Karl Authority '^pr Administration 






































California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Submission BO023 (Charlene Hook, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability, October 
18, 2012) - Continued 


W. 


CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Rail Authority 


Comment Card 
Tarjefa de Commentaries 


Fresno 14 BaktirsiFidd High-Speed Train Section La Section de FrtSitO a Bqliwfeld del Iron dc Alta Vcluidud 

Revised Droll Environmental Imped Report/ Plroyecla Revisado de Informs de Impede Ambienlol/ 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Empod Statement! Dedomciin de Impede Ambieniol ftoyecto Suplementgriq 
(Revised Draft ElR/Supplemental Draft EIS) iRroyedo R-evisado EIR/Prayedo Suplementario EIS] 


Please submit your completed comment card at the Per favor enlrogue SO tarjela completgda al final de fa 
end of the meeting, or mail to: reunion, 0 enviela par eorree a la siguiente diretcidr 

Fresno to RdfersfieW Revised Draft ElX/SvppScmeftia} Croft £l£ ifwrrrwnf, 770 l5free/ Swfe EM, Satramcnto, CA 95SI4 

The comment period is from July 20 to September 20, El pen'odo de comeniorio es del 20 de Julio al 20 
2012. Comments must be received eEecironieolly or de Septiembre de-- 2012. Los comeniorios ilenen que ser 
postmarked, on or before September 3G r 2012 , recibEdos eledrdnicanienle, o mataselladcs, el a- anles 

del 20 de Septiembre de! 2012, 


BO023-19 


OWa.rljE.ftg fWfc 


Nome/Nombre: 

Organliotion/Orsaniliadbni: ;_ 

Address/Domid lip-; 3 )Lr 


LLa^Gcu*iiL(_ 


Rhone Nymber/NOmero de Tetefonp:_5{ 9-3 SH'&k; 


City, Stole, Zip Code/Ciudod, Estodo, Codtgo Postal S: k '.i±£s- f .Cxi — $331 

E-mail Address/Correo Electrdmca: C ^ 2> \ y _ L^T 

iU» additional SM> 5 *S If needed/Usar peg! nos odidonales si es nec!dorio| 

A. ^dtu sc.-N4v~jpLig^c.1 h Owj s. ‘ irfULU. rf . u ijjj.?)*; mfc.tiL'kOij 

jy?> lVlVpY1,frM> f-ji ^ 

T'Vu^ & SUJ tf 4 l- C lift I 



W,?fU* 

, ~ | Vl L _] l j> ^LA i i _L A _J j, jl r sz-jl Cii C^.nTif jj ro ^_ t f /‘C- t i'r *i ft- .J l A.l \ n ^ ^.1 iftr^i fll 

^^ i--- tm c.'wCn, 'Akc- ^ Af NaJ ^ rin u: ^*^ (v 4--Wc-vj 


\ 

,u 


^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 

I.* | „ * _ ,i . - Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Rail Authority '^pr Administration 

















California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Response to Submission BO023 (Charlene Hook, Citizens for California High Speed Rail 
Accountability, October 18, 2012) 


BOQ23-1 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS complies with NEPA and CEQA requirements. 
None of the comments provided in this submittal warrant recirculation of the document. 

BOQ23-2 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS complies with NEPA and CEQA requirements. 
None of the comments provided in this submittal warrant recirculation of the document. 

BOQ23-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-24. 

BOQ23-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14, FB-Response-GENERAL-12, 
FB-Response-SO-05, FB-Response-SO-07. 

For information on new job creation and the resulting impacts to the regional economy 
see EIR/EIS Volume I Section 3.12 Impact SO #13. Also see Section 5.1.2 of the 
Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012h) for more 
detailed information on short-term and long-term job creation. For information on the 
HST operation-related property and sales tax revenue effects see Volume I Section 3.12 
Impact SO#3, Impact SO#4, and Impact SO #12. 

BOQ23-5 

Valley fog would have no impact on FIST operations. As described in Chapter 2 of the 
EIR/EIS, the FIST would operate on a fully grade-separated, fenced right-of-way. 

BOQ23-6 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-17, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-AG-01. 

Water availability was not a determining factor in rejecting the 1-5 alternative. 

BOQ23-7 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-11. 


BOQ23-8 

This is not true. In 2006, Parsons Brinckerhoff (PB) was retained by the Authority to 
serve as its Program Manager for the high-speed rail program. As part of its consulting 
team, PB had included SYSTRA for operations planning. SNCF is a significant 
shareholder in SYSTRA and is a French, state-owned rail company. 

In June 2009, SYSTRA notified PB that SNCF wanted to have the flexibility to lead a 
design/build team to bid on building one or more of the high-speed train sections. To 
continue the existing contractual relationship with PB would have potentially served as a 
conflict of interest for SNCF. As a result, PB agreed to end its agreement with SNCF 
and terminate its relationship with SYSTRA. 

With regard to the evaluation of Interstate 5 (1-5), a potential 1-5 alignment was 
considered and eliminated from further study in the 2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS. 
The Authority and FRA determined that the Highway 1-5 is not a reasonable alternative 
for detailed consideration in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST system. This 
was reflected in the 2005 Record of Decision. 

While the 1-5 corridor could possibly provide better end-to-end travel times compared to 
alignment alternatives that follow the SR 99 corridor, it would not meet project objectives 
and would not satisfy the project's purpose and need. First, because it is not where the 
bulk of the Central Valley population resides, the 1-5 corridor would result in lower 
ridership and would not meet the current and future intercity travel demand generated by 
the Central Valley communities as well as the SR 99 corridor. Second, the 1-5 corridor 
would not provide transit and airport connections in this area, and thus would not meet 
the purpose and need and basic objectives of maximizing intermodal transportation 
opportunities and improving the intercity travel experience in the Central Valley area as 
well as the SR 99 corridor. Also, use of the 1-5 corridor would encourage sprawl 
development - the opposite of what the HST System is intended to achieve, and was 
opposed by numerous agencies, including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA). 

With respect to the first issue, the 1-5 corridor has very little existing or projected 
population between the San Francisco Bay Area and Los Angeles. In contrast, well over 
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3 million residents are projected to live between Fresno and Bakersfield along the SR 99 
corridor by 2015, which directly serves all the major Central Valley cities. Residents 
along the SR 99 corridor lack a competitive transportation alternative to the automobile, 
and the detailed ridership analysis showed that they would be ideal candidates to use an 
HST system. In addition, the 1-5 corridor would not be compatible with current land use 
planning in the Central Valley, which focuses and accommodates growth in the 
communities along the SR 99 corridor. The concept of linking the 1-5 corridor to Fresno 
and Bakersfield with spur lines was considered at the program level, but dismissed 
because it would add considerably to the 1-5 corridor capital costs, and still have the 
same lower ridership figures compared to the SR-99 corridor. 

For these reasons, the 1-5 corridor was dismissed from further consideration in the 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS. There is no new information to indicate that this analysis 
should be revisited, nor that a different conclusion would be reached. The 1-5 corridor 
does not meet many of the objectives described in the RDEIR/SEIS (refer to Section 
1.2.3). Because it is isolated from existing cities and population centers, as well as 
airports, it does not meet the purpose and need of the project of using high-speed 
intercity travel capacity to supplement critically over-used interstate highways and 
commercial airports. 

The source of this story may be an article in the Los Angeles Times of July 9, 2012 
describing SCNF's unsolicited, informal proposal to the Authority that SCNF be hired to 
plan, design, build, and operate the HST system. According to the story, SCNF 
recommended an 1-5 route that would serve San Francisco and Los Angeles with no 
direct connections in the Central Valley. Stations along the 1-5 corridor would be linked 
to Fresno, Bakersfield and Palmdale by branch lines. The proposal was rejected by 
Authority staff. SCNF was at no time under contract to make any such recommendations 
and was not fired by the Authority 

There were a number of problems with the SCNF concept. It did not recognize the 2005 
Record of Decision which rejected an 1-5 alignment and selected the BNSF as the 
preferred corridor. It ignored the purpose and need statements adopted by the Authority 
that have consistently supported service to the Central Valley's urban centers at 
intermodal facilities with good connections to local transit. It may conflict with Proposition 


BOQ23-8 

1A (see Public Resources Code Section 2704.04(a)), which requires that the HST 
system serve the Central Valley, as well as the Bay Area and Los Angeles Basin. It 
apparently did not include consideration of where branch lines would be located, their 
environmental consequences, and method of financing. Further, SCNF has no familiarity 
or experience with the complex state and federal environmental review and permitting 
laws and regulations that apply to approving a new HST line in California. These 
include NEPA, CEQA, the federal Clean Water Act, and state and federal Endangered 
Species Acts, among others. Given these shortcomings, SNCF was not in a position to 
offer an informed opinion regarding a practicable 1-5 alternative. 

BOQ23-9 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-06, FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB- 
Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-GENERAL-10, 
FB-Response-SO-04, FB-Response-SO-07. 

The Authority and FRA recognize the concerns of Kings County representatives and 
community members, and want to maintain an open dialogue about the project. The 
Authority welcomes the opportunity to meet with landowners and stakeholders. In 
addition, project-level information has been shared at public meetings, made available at 
the Kings County project office, and provided through mailings, e-mail communication, 
outreach materials, and on the internet. 

For information on the impacts on the community of Corcoran see EIR/EIS Volume 1 
Chapter 3.12 Impact SO#6, Impact SO#9, and Impact SO#18; and Mitigation Measure 
SO-1. For information on the impacts on communities where no station will exist, and for 
specific information on the potential for physical deterioration, see Volume 1 Chapter 
3.12 Impact SO #16. Also see Volume 1 Chapter 3.12 Mitigation Measure SO-5. See 
Volume 1 Chapter 3.12 Impact SO#15, and Volume 2 Technical Appendix 3.14-B for 
impacts on confined animal agriculture. Please consult the Merced to Fresno Final 
EIR/EIS for more information on effects in that study area. 

Neither the Authority nor FRA had selected a "proposed project" under CEQA or a 
"preferred alternative" under NEPA at the time the Draft EIR/EIS or the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS was circulated. As required by NEPA, all alternatives carried 
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through the DEIR/DEIS and Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS were described in population than the adverse effect that would be suffered by the nonminority and/or non¬ 
sufficient detail to evaluate the potential impacts of each alternative. low-income population in some areas along the project. 


The 1-5 alternative was not carried forward into the Merced to Fresno Final EIR/EIS. The 
Merced to Fresno Final EIR/EIS can be found on the Authority's website. 

BQ023-10 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-02. 

California’s electricity grid would power the proposed HST System. The HST System is 
expected to require less than 1% of the state’s future electricity consumption. Please 
refer to Chapter 2, Alternatives, page 2-12 (subsection 2.2.6) for further details. 

BOQ23-11 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13. 

The HST would be electrically powered, so there will be no diesel operational emissions 
from the train. The air quality analysis in Section 3.3.6.3 of the Final EIR/EIS has 
identified emissions impacts from the project during the construction phase. The 
regional significant construction emissions impacts will be completely offset to below a 
level of significance through the Voluntary Emissions Reduction Agreement between the 
Authority and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. 

BOQ23-12 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-04. 

For information on the economic effects on agriculture see EIR/EIS Volume I Section 
3.12 Impact SO #15. The environmental justice analysis adheres to the definition given 
by Executive Order 12898 and U.S. Department of Transportation Order 5610.2, which 
defines an environmental justice effect as a "disproportionately high and adverse effect 
on minority and low-income populations." This is an adverse effect that is predominately 
borne by a minority population and/or a low-income population, or that would be 
appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude for the minority and/or low-income 


Section 4.3 in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority and FRA 
2012h) identifies the environmental justice populations that lie along the project area. 
The methodologies for identifying these populations are detailed in Appendix A of the 
Community Impact Assessment Technical Report. Section 5.3 in the Community Impact 
Assessment Technical Report provides detailed information on the potential for 
substantial environmental justice effects across resources along the project. Volume 
1 Section 3.12 Impacts SO#17 and SO#18 summarize these findings. 

BOQ23-13 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-07, FB-Response-SO-01. 

See EIR/EIS Volume I Section 3.12 Impact SO #9 for residential displacements. 

BOQ23-14 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-14, FB-Response-SO-03. 

For information on new job creation and the resulting impacts to the regional economy 
see Volume I Section 3.12 Impact SO #13. Also see Section 5.1.2 of the Community 
Impact Assessment Technical Report (Authority and FRA 2012h) for more detailed 
information on short-term and long-term job creation. 

BOQ23-15 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01. 

The Authority will negotiate with property owners whose land would be affected by the 
HST System. The Authority has the power of eminent domain, allowing it to condemn 
the property of unwilling sellers, with payment of just compensation (i.e., fair market 
value) to the property owner. Eminent domain is viewed as a last resort in developing a 
statewide HST system. Information on the eminent domain process is available on the 
Authority's website. 
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-05, FB-Response-GENERAL-10, 
FB-Response-SO-04, FB-Response-SO-03, FB-Response-SO-07. 

For information on the impact on the community of Corcoran see EIR/EIS Volume 
I Section 3.12 Impact SO#6 and Impact SO#9 and Mitigation Measure SO-1. For 
information on the impacts to communities where no station will exist, and for specific 
information on the potential for physical deterioration see Volume I Section 3.12 Impact 
SO #16. Also see Volume I Section 3.12 Mitigation Measure SO-5. 

BOQ23-17 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, FB-Response-GENERAL-10, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-14. 

The Interstate 5 (1-5) alternative was analyzed and rejected in 2005 with adoption of the 
Record of Decision, which was based on the Statewide Program EIR/EIS (Authority and 
FRA 2005). The Record of Decision selected the BNSF Railway (BNSF) corridor as the 
preferred route between Fresno and Bakersfield, anticipating that additional analysis 
would be conducted before selecting a specific alignment within that corridor. Neither 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) nor the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) requires that an EIR/EIS contain a detailed analysis of or comparison with 
alternatives that have been dismissed. 

The Final EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section meets all requirements of CEQA 
and NEPA. The purpose and need for the HST project are described in Chapter 1, 
Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives, of the Final EIR/EIS. The alternatives are 
examined at an equal level of detail in the impact sections. Project alternatives in the 
vicinity of Corcoran are described and depicted in Section 2.4, Alignment, Station, and 
Heavy Maintenance Facility Alternatives Evaluated in this Project EIR/EIS. 

BOQ23-18 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 

The Authority conducted an analysis of an alternative alignment that follows State Route 


BOQ23-18 

(SR) 99/the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) that could accommodate a station closer to 
Visalia and determined that this alternative was not practicable. The Record of Decision 
for the Statewide Program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2005) selected the BNSF 
Railway (BNSF) corridor as the preferred alignment for the Fresno to Bakersfield 
Section. The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section relies on information 
from the Statewide Program EIR/EIS for the California HST System. Further engineering 
and environmental studies within the broad BNSF corridor proceeded on the basis of 
that decision. This additional analysis has resulted in practicable alternatives that meet 
most or all project objectives, are potentially feasible, and would result in certain 
environmental impact reductions in comparison with one another. Accordingly, the 
project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section focuses on alternative alignments 
along the general BNSF corridor. 

Because the Authority conducted analysis of alternative alignments that follow SR 
99/UPRR and the 1-5 corridor and determined that these alternatives were not 
practicable, they were not carried forward in the EIR/EIS. Neither the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) nor the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
requires an environmental document to analyze alternatives that are not practicable to 
implement. 

As discussed in Section 2.6, Operations and Service Plan, of the Final EIR/EIS, three 
basic service types are envisioned: express trains, limited-stop trains, and all-stop trains. 
Please refer to this section for more detail. 

BOQ23-19 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB- 
Response-SQ-07, FB-Response-SO-03, FB-Response-AG-06. 
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CCHS rr 

CniKNS FOR UirMMIA HKH 5PE U> RAIL ACC0U«1A»UTY 


October 17, 2012 [Sent by Email: Bake ^pld<Phsr.ca.BOv / bORrdr'>embersffh» cjkovI 

Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft ElS Comment 
7701 Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dan Richard, Chair 
Board of Directors 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 

RE: Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft ElS Comment - Fresno to Bakersfield Section 
Dear California High-Speed Rail Authority: 

This letter submits comments on the Revised Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft ElS for the Fresno 
to Bakersfield Section of the proposed California high-speed train project (Draft EIR/EIS). 

This Draft EIR/EIS first became available for public review and comment on July 20,2012. 

The comment period closes on October 19, 2012. Unfortunately, the Draft EIR/EIS is 
fundamentally inadequate, and fails to comply with the mandatory requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). Major changes must be made. After those changes are made, the Draft EIR/EIS 
must then be recirculated for further review and comment. We urge the Authority to make 
the changes necessary to comply with the law. We will elaborate on those legal requirements, 
and point out why they are so important, as a kind of "background statement" for the specific 
comments on the document that CCHSRA, its members, and others have submitted or will 
submit. 

CCHSRA is a "grassroots" group. As you will note, this letter has been signed not only by the 
CCHSRA Co-Chairs, but by hundreds of our members. These individual members have been 
personally involved in the process, and they want to dramatize how serious this matter is to 
them by letting the Authority see how many local families and businesses will be profoundly 
and adversely affected by the proposed project, if the project goes forward as currently 
planned. 

CCHSRA is based in Kings County, California. Many members of the CCHSRA are working 
farmers. CCHSRA and its members been motivated to participate actively in the process 
because the high-speed train project, as currently proposed, is a direct threat to the 
continuation of commercially successful agriculture in Kings County. The impacts would not 
be minor, or merely inconvenient. The project, as currently proposed, would have a devastating 
impact on our natural environment, on hundreds of working farms, and on the local economy. 

OOttm to CtHton* H^i Sffd Wall A w ou nf bHUy ICCHUm it » gnwooty non profa qyporxc.-. based o Kin«s County. Canton* 
CCHSRA was tomed to tnsur* that the proposed Caliom* Speed Rail Project does not adversely aflect the economy, emn'onmcnt, or the 
Quality o I Ufa at CaMorma s exrstog community*, with a focus or. lOnjs County to more mtometion. please vewt: httne/Awww cthy» nr f J. 
You may contact CC-HSR by mjrf at 7450 Mountain Vww Street. Hanford. California 93 J JO 
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In seeking to respond to the proposed project, CCHSRA has worked closely with the Kings County 
Board of Supervisors and with the county's legal, planning, and other staff. We fully participated in 
the County's efforts to coordinate county planning and policies with the planning undertaken by 
the Authority and its consultants. It would be hard to overstate the number of Authority meetings 
and workshops that CCHSRA members have attended. We have not only "attended" these 
meetings and workshops, we have participated. We have attempted, in good faith, to have the 
Authority respond to our legitimate questions and concerns, but so far, the Authority has been 
almost totally unresponsive to the concerns raised by Kings County, CCHSRA, and the CCHSRA 
membership. 

Naturally, we are distressed at what has been the consistent unwillingness of the Authority and its 
consultants to respond to our legitimate questions and concerns; however, we understand at least 
one reason that this has been true. Early in the process, the Authority decided to tie the fate of the 
proposed high-speed train project to federal "stimulus" funding. That funding was designed to 
assist projects that can be accomplished quickly, and that will result in an almost "immediate" 
economic stimulus. That kind of "stimulus" effort is worthy. However, attempting to meet the 
deadlines associated with the federal stimulus funding has led the Authority to shortchange the 
kind of thorough and detailed planning that this project needs. The proposed high-speed train 
project is the largest infrastructure project in the state's history. Rushing to meet the short 
"stimulus" funding deadlines is leading to a high-speed train project that will actually not produce 
the positive outcomes that are hoped for, and that will produce massively negative impacts on the 
environment and our local economy. 

We believe that the comments you have received from CCHSRA, and others, dearly demonstrate 
that the high-speed train project, as currently proposed, will have many more "negative" than 
"positive" impacts, and will end up being "bad," and not "good," for the natural environment, 
for local communities, and for the local economy. Additionally, and critically important when 
assessing whether or not the Draft EIR/EIS meets the standards set out in CEQA and NEPA, the 
comments you have received demonstrate that the Draft EIR/EIS fails adequately to identify the 
actual impacts of the project as proposed, and that it identifies many impacts that cannot be 
properly mitigated or eliminated without further study and analysis. 

In short, the Draft EIR/EIS fails to comply with the law. CEQA and NEPA are intended to guarantee 
that before governmental agencies take action, they fully understand what the impacts of their 
actions will be, so they can eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts to the greatest degree feasible. 
This "informational" role of CEQA and NEPA is fundamental, and in this case, it is clear that the 
Draft EIR/EIS fails to provide the required information and analysis. That is a major reason why the 
Authority must make significant changes to the EIR/EIS and then recirculate it for public comment. 

Doing what CEQA and NEPA require may delay the proposed high-speed train project beyond 
the current federal deadlines for "stimulus" funding. If so, that is truly unfortunate. The fault, 
however, comes from the initial decision to treat this project as a "stimulus" project, which it is 
not, rather than as the kind of long-term infrastructure project it actually is. CEQA and NEPA do 
not permit governmental agencies to disregard the requirements of the law just because 
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disregarding the law might help them to meet grant funding deadlines, and the fact that there are 
short federal deadlines for federal stimulus funding does not excuse the Authority from properly 
following CEQA and NEPA. 

In this letter, CCHSRA is providing a brief outline of the legal requirements established by both 
CEQA and NEPA, to help make clear that the process that the Authority has been following fails 
to comply with these laws. Because the Authority and its consultants have not been following 
the law, the Draft EIR/EIS is fundamentally inadequate, and you must correct the errors, and 
then recirculate the document for further public review and comment. 

What CEQA And NEPA Require 

The requirements of CEQA and NEPA are quite similar. We generally cite CEQA below, but both of 
these important environmental laws establish the same basic principles, which include but are not 
limited to the following: 

1. CEQA is clear that an EIR is an "informational document," and that the EIR must provide 
adequate information about a proposed project to both the public and decision makers. 

If an EIR does not adequately describe the proposed project, and if it fails to describe and 
analyze all the impacts of the proposed project, then that EIR is inadequate as a matter 
of law. 

2. As noted above, CEQA requires that an EIR must adequately describe and analyze the 
project being proposed - and the impacts of that proposed project. That means that 
when there will be specific impacts associated with a project, the EIR for that project 
must analyze the specific impacts of the project at the level of detail at which those 
impacts will be experienced. If an EIR fails adequately to describe and analyze the 
project being proposed at a level of detail that allows the actual impacts of the 
project to be understood, then that EIR is inadequate as a matter of law. 

3. CEQA is also clear that an EIR must describe and analyze the "whole" project being 
proposed. If an EIR attempts to "piecemeal" a project, dividing up a larger project into 
smaller parts, and then analyzes only a "part," not the "whole," of a proposed project, 
then that EIR is inadequate as a matter of law. 

4. While CEQA allows an EIR at a "project level" to "tier" from an earlier "program level" EIR, 
the fact that a "program level" EIR exists does not change the basic rules about the analysis 
of project alternatives and impacts. If, when the "program level" EIR is taken into account, 
a "project level" EIR does not adequately analyze alternatives to and the impacts of the 
project proposed, then that "project level" EIR is inadequate as a matter of law. 

5. In addition, an EIR that "tiers" from earlier "program level" EIRs must provide an adequate 
"roadmap" to these first-tier documents, including to any technical appendices upon which 
they rely. If an EIR fails adequately to provide such a "roadmap," then it violates CEQA's 
informational requirements, and that EIR is inadequate as a matter of law. 


6. CEQA requires an EIR fully to disclose the impacts of a proposed project. That means that 
the EIR must survey existing conditions adequately, to establish the "baseline" from which 
project impacts will be measured. If an EIR that fails adequately to establish the existing 
"baseline" conditions which will be affected by the proposed project, then that EIR is 
inadequate as a matter of law. 

7. CEQA requires an EIR to describe and analyze the "cumulative" impacts associated with a 
proposed project, as well as the direct impacts of the project. If an EIR fails adequately to 
describe and analyze the "cumulative" impacts associated with a proposed project, then 
that EIR is inadequate as a matter of law. 

8. CEQA requires public agencies to avoid or mitigate the significant environmental impacts 
of the projects that it approves or carries out, whenever it is feasible for the agency to do 
that. The EIR for a project must adequately describe and analyze the mitigation measures 
that will be utilized to comply with this "substantive mandate" of CEQA. If an EIR fails 

to establish performance standards for proposed mitigation measures, or fails adequately 
to describe and analyze all the likely impacts of proposed mitigation measures, including 
secondary impacts, then that EIR is inadequate as a matter of law. 

9. CEQA does not allow public agencies to "defer" its development of proposed mitigation 
measures. Again, if an EIR seeks to defer the description and analysis of required mitigation 
measures, then that EIR is inadequate as a matter of law. 

10. CEQA requires an agency proposing a project to discuss and analyze a reasonable range of 
alternatives. If an EIR fails to describe and analyze truly different alternatives, or fails to 
make an adequate comparison between different alternatives, so that the agency can 
comply with CEQA's "substantive mandate" to eliminate or mitigate environmental impacts 
to the greatest degree feasible, then that EIR is inadequate as a matter of law. 

The Draft EIR/EIS does not meet any of the legal standards just listed. As indicated earlier in this 
letter, the Authority is legally required to revise the currently inadequate Draft EIR/EIS, and then 
must recirculate the document for further public review and comment. 

Conclusion 

We know that the Authority is committed to the proposed California high speed train project. 

We also know that the project has been tied to federal stimulus funding that has upcoming 
deadlines, and that redoing the EIR/EIS might put that federal stimulus funding in jeopardy. 

We understand and appreciate that President Obama and his administration are committed 
to high-speed rail in general, and to this project in particular. We know that Governor Brown is 
similarly committed to this project, and that funding for this project has been approved by both 
houses of the California State Legislature. 

None of this support for the project eliminates the Authoritys legal obligation to comply 
with both CEQA and NEPA. The whole purpose of these laws is to make sure that governmental 
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agencies "stop-and-think" before proceeding with projects like this one, so that the agencies 
proposing such projects will truly understand what sort of adverse impacts they will actually have, 
and so that these governmental agencies will truly investigate what sort of alternatives and 
mitigation measures might eliminate or reduce those adverse impacts. 1 

We hope the Authority will understand, after reading this letter, that the high-speed train project, 
as currently planned, will have devastating impacts on the natural environment, and on the ability 
of many CCHSRA members to continue to be successful farmers in Kings County. So far, the 
environmental review undertaken by the Authority has glossed over and failed adequately 
to describe or analyze these adverse impacts. So far, feasible alternatives that could reduce 
or eliminate these impacts to the environment, and to our local communities, have not been 
adequately explored and outlined. 

If the EIR/EIS for this project truly presented the actual impacts, and truly explored and analyzed 
alternatives and mitigation measures that could eliminate or reduce them, the Authority might 
make a different decision than a decision simply to proceed with the project as currently 
proposed. 

Please don't shortchange the law - or us. Our environment, our local community, our local 
economy, and our personal livelihoods depend on your positive response to these comments, and 
to your compliance with CEQA and NEPA. We urge you to make the changes in the Draft EIR/EIS 
that are required by law, and then to recirculate that document for additional public review and 
comment. 


Thank you for taking our concerns seriously. 
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1 See Zygmunt J.B. Plater, Boston College Law School, et al., Environmental Law and Policy: Nature , Low and 
Society, Fourth Edition, Wotters Kluwer Publishers. 2010, Chapter 8: 'The Power of Required Disclosure and 
the Stop-and-Think logic of the National Environmental PoHcy Act. 
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CCHS RR 

CITIZENS FOR CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEEO RAIL ACCOUNTABILITY 


October 18.2012 

Fresno to Bakersfield Draft EIR/EIS Comments 

Attention: California High Speed Rail Authority Board Member* 

770 L Street. Suite 800 
Sacramento. California 95814 

Subject: ( KQAAFPA QimmynlsJJinccrning the DKIR/F.IS for the Proposed Frcsno_to 
Bakersfield Se ction of thy California High Speed Rail Project 


Dear Chairman Richard and Authority Board Members: 


Mel's Farm 

Mcl*s Farms is a 3rd generation farm owned by the Oliveira Family. The property that is 
impacted by the HSR Project is located approximately '/j mile north of Dover Avenue and to the 
west of 8 ! ' avenue. Please see the attached map entitled Mel’s Farm Impacts for a location map 
and a description of the impacts. The property consists of organically grow n cherries and a 
block of traditionally grown walnuts. I he organic cherries arc leased to a third-party grower that 
is also a long-time Kings County grower. 

Organic Concerns 

The property that is being grown in organic cherries has been a long-term investment with a 
significant amount of capital and work required to establish the cherries as a certified organic 
operation. The certification of these cherries as organic took approximately 3 years and is 
currently producing organically certified cherries to the fresh fruit market. The value of this crop 
could yield upwards of SI 5.000 per acre (depending on market conditions). The Draft F.IR/F.IS 
fails to address in any section of the document the interaction of the HSR Project or the 
construction of the HSR Project on organically operated farms. 
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The Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability (CCHSRA) have long told both the 
California High Speed Rail Authority (Authority) and the public that the most important 
component of this project is not the high-speed train, or the unsubstantiated benefits or the 
inflated job creation figures that go along with it. The most important component is the impacts 
that the proposed project will have on affected landowners, and on the agricultural businesses 
that arc directly dependent on the land. The Authority , its staff and the cadre of consultants 
involved in the environmental review process have yet to contact landowners within the 
alignment from Fresno to Bakersfield (or any other segment) to discuss impacts and the 
magnitude of this project. That means that they have failed to identify the real impacts that this 
proposed project would have. In this singular glaring error the Authority has failed to establish 
the key clement that would establish a legitimate and well rounded Environmental Impact Report 
(F.IR) or Environmental Impact Statement (FIS) per the California Fnvironmental Quality Act 
(CFQA) or the National Environmental Protection Act (NF.PA) respectively. 

In our review of the Draft FTR/F.IS for the Fresno to Bakersfield section of the California High 
Speed Rail Project (HSR Project) we have discovered that the lack of outreach provided to 
landowners highlights the deficient nature of the Draft FIR/HIS. Provided in this letter is a 
summary of key analysis that were conducted by CCHSRA members and are being provided as 
examples of impacts in the Fresno to Bakersfield section of the HSR Project. The DEIR/FIS 
should take note that these case examples are only representative and that much more complex 
situations exists up and down the alignment. The lack of outreach, combined with producing the 
Draft FIR/FIS at only a 15% design level causes CCHSRA to request that the Draft FIR/FIS to 
note the included cases, ensure that other impacts arc addressed and re-released for a legal and 
lime appropriate public review. 
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The California Department of Food and Agriculture Organic Program is responsible for 
enforcement of the federal Organic Foods Production Act of 1990. and the California Organic 
Products Act of 2003. These statutes protect consumers, producers, handlers, processors and 
retailers by establishment of standards under which fresh agricultural products/foods may be 
labeled and/or sold as "organic”. The California Department of Public Health enforces laws 
pertaining to processed products marketed as “organic”. As the HSR Project alignment passes 
through the heart of this operation the Draft EIR/EIS should provide an analysis of any impact to 
the organic nature of the field with an assurance that the regulations set forth by the California 
Department of Feed and Agriculture and the California Department of Public Health are 
observed. 

The Draft F.IR/F.IS fails to provide an analysis of the potential impacts to organic farming 
operations both during construction and the long-term operation of the HSR Project. With the 
introduction of heavy equipment, mass carthmoving operations and potential chemical 
applications to control weeds and pests w ithin the construction /one. the potential exists for 
impacts to adjacent organic operations. As construction operations take place, the introduction 
of foreign chemicals and dust can significantly impact the organic operations. The potential 
exists that chemicals utilized in the area may not be listed as safe for organic operations. Also 
the increased dust from construction can introduce pests and cause leaf damage to trees. In an 
organically grown orchard the landowner may not have the readily available and certified means 
to address these concerns. 

The long term operations of the IISR Project were also not factored into an analysis w hen 
looking at agricultural impacts on organic operations. The Draft EIR/EIS includes recognition 
that operations and maintenance practices w ill include the application of herbicides and 
pesticides within the HSR Project right-of-way. The Draft FIR/FIS however does not include a 
recognition, nor analysis of the potential impact of these operations adjacent to an organically 
operated farming operations. Also not addressed arc the impacts from the air turbulence and 
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wind created from the high-speed train traveling at 220 mph. Winds traveling at this speed will 
have a tendency to I) agitate dust within the corridor and 2) carry particles and debris from 
parcels adjacent to the property. As dust is placed within a farming operation it can have 
significant impacts to farming along the source. Insects and leaf damage can occur due to an 
increase in dust. As the high-speed train passes adjacent property it has the potential to capture 
chemical applications on adjacent field and deposit it on other areas, a phenomenon called "drift" 
and well litigated in court cases. Often trains passing a field that is being sprayed for pesticides 
carry that chemical to another adjacent field where the chemical can cause damage. 

Lease Arrangements 

The third-party operation (l.eascc) that is currently farming the organic cherries has entered into 
a long-term lease agreement w ith the owners of Mel’s Farms (Owner). This lease agreement will 
be first impacted by the removal of several acres of land necessary to accommodate the passage 
of the HSR Project through the property . This impact will reduce the leased acreage, however it 
will also reduce the profitability of the operation. During the right-of-way acquisition, the 
Owner will receive a payment for the land, however it is not clear if the owner will receive 
payment for the loss of the long-term lease pay ments. Given the introduction of the HSR Project 
the Leasee and the Owner cannot guarantee they are able to maintain the organic nature of the 
operation, therefore the lease agreement becomes subject to a significant breach if the l.eascc 
cannot maintain his organic operation. The l.casee will also have significant increases in 
farming costs required to navigate around the HSR Project, which will also cause the lease 
agreement between the l.eascc and the Owner to be in jeopardy. 

The DF.IR/F.IS fails to address the fragile relationships between owners and tenants that rely 
upon a lease agreement to farm. This arrangement is no different than those used for business 
relationships. 

Farming Operation Impacts 

I he HSR Alignment that passes through the operation travels along the eastern 1/3 of the ranch 
in a southwest direction (please see the attached Mel's Farm Impact map). Farming operations 
on the east side of the alignment will no longer be connected to the farming located on the west 
side of the alignment. Given that the alignment w ill be at-gradc and passage will only be 
allowed at overpasses and underpasses, the alignment essentially isolates Mel's Farms into two 
isolated operations. 

The current farming practices locate the wells, equipment storage and cherry processing on the 
west side of the alignment at the center of the farm. It is anticipated that farming practices will 
be increased by approximately 3 miles per farming trip to access ground on either side of the 
alignment. From the included map. one can sec that farming equipment must travel to the 
nearest overpass structure located on Dover to navigate around the alignment. Of more 
significance is the fact that although Dover Avenue is a public access road, the roads located to 
the west of the farm are private dirt roads which will require an casement and right-of-way 
acquisitions to access Mel's Farm. These agreements must be in perpetuity and ensure that 
future access covers the requiring operations necessary to operate Mel's farms. 
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The increase vehicle miles traveled (VM I) created by the HSR Project is not factored into any of 
the analysis provided in the Draft FIR/KIS. 1 he Draft HIR/FIS analysis of VM1 is biased 
towards counting any reduction in VMT. however fails to factor in the increased mileage created 
by the project. For Mel's operation the increase is approximately 3 miles per trip, however a full 
analysis of increase in VMT for Mel's farm was not conducted. 

Mel's Farms Conclusion 

Mel's Farms represents only one operation impacted along the alignment of the HSR Project. 

The Draft HIR/HIS is mandated to look at the individual impacts to ensure that the environmental 
and social impacts of the project have been addressed. Unfortunately, this Draft FIR/I . IS looks 
more attune to a Programmatic KIR/FIS given the vague attempt to fully identify and address 
impacts to farming operations. The Draft FIR/FIS should take into account the impacts 
associated with Mel's Farms and ensure that a full analysis of other farming operations is 
conducted to guarantee that all impacts surrounding farming, the environment and the economic 
viability is addressed. 


Gasnar Dairy 

Caspar Dairy is a small family owned dairy operation located on 7 Vs Avenue approximately Vs 
mile north of Fargo Avenue. The Gaspar Diary is operated by Steve Caspar and his father, and 
employs several employees to operate the dairy. I he family enjoys the luxury of living on the 
ranch including three generations of the family . The ability to liv e and work together on the 
family ranch is important and unique to the Gaspar I amily. I he HSR Alignment travels along 7 
'/a Av enue through the dairy eliminating the dairy drainage pits, dairy corrals, the home of the 
grandparents, approximately 7 acres of ground, and removes access to the dairy . This analysis is 
provided to the Authority for an example of impacts associated with dairy operations, and should 
be further analyzed by the Draft EIR/EIS given there arc dozens of dairies impacted within the 
alignment from Fresno to Bakersfield. Once the Draft EIR/HIS has analyzed the impacts to this 
facility it is critical that those impacts be investigated on other operations to ensure that all 
potential impacts have been identified and addressed. 

Removal of Dairy Pits 

California is the nation's number one dairy state. I he state produces approximately 3.2 billion 
gallons of milk per year which is approximately 18% ot the national supply. 1 his production 
equates to approximately $3.6 billion dollars in sales. However, the cows that generate milk also 
generate approximately 30 million tons of manure each year, therefore proper management ot 
dairy waste is one of California's most pressing environmental issues'. Concerns over the 
potential pollution to groundwater and surface water supplies have involved the Clean Water Act 
and the Safe Drinking Water Act when concerning dairy wastewater pits. Observance and 
permitting through these laws is often tedious and can be very costly. 

Dairy wastewater pits arc an integral component of the dairy operation. 1 he pits receive 
wastewater from the dairy' that is used to wash corrals and cows during the milking process. The 
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wastewater carries with it fecal matter and other debris from the diary and milking operation. 
Under great scrutiny these facilities often require a full environmental review during construction 
and significant amounts of time and money to construct, including the movement of wastewater 
pits. The Draft EIR/EIS makes no mention or analy sis of the impacts associated with eliminating 
and/or replacing dairy wastewater pits. Without addressing the issue of dairy pits in the 
DEIR/EIS the public and the landowner arc unclear as to the short-term and long-term impacts to 
dairies such as the Gaspar Dairy . The DEIR/EIS should provide a discussion of the process that 
diaries must follow to remove and construct new diary pits that are impacted. Included in this 
discussion should be a details description of the expected timelines for replacement. 

Loss of Land is a Loss of Cows 

I hrough the California Diary permitting process the Caspar Dairy is allowed to have a 
predetermined number of cows for each acre of ground available to spread dairy' manure waste. 
For the Gaspar Dairy the loss of approximately 7 acres of farm ground will mean the reduction in 
milking cows of approximately 105 cows (21 cows per acre). From the analysis provided in the 
attached Gaspar Family Dairy and Farm Ground Map. it was determined that 105 cows have an 
average milk production per year of 21,000 pounds of milk. At the average milk price of 
SI 5/100 pounds, this equates to S3.150.00 of lost revenue per cow per year. For the Gaspar 
Dairy this is a loss of approximately S330.750.00 per year in milk revenue. The economic 
multiplier used for agricultural income to the surrounding communities is 3.5. therefore the 
economic impact to the surrounding agricultural community is estimated to be $1,157,625.00. 

The Draft EIR/EIS fails to rccogni/c the loss of income to indiv idual dairy operations due to the 
loss of land and loss of cows. What the Draft EIR/EIS fails to do on a larger scale is to recognize 
each farming operation as a business venture. As each farm is a business venture the loss of 
productive farm ground equates to the permanent loss of income, which in tum is a multi faceted 
impact to the social and economic fabric of a community. As losses are experienced on a farm, 
there w ill be less revenue to industries that rely upon farming such as equipment suppliers, 
mechanics and event the restaurant businesses surround farming communities. In the Draft 
EIR/EIS the document fails to address the net loss of economic vitality to the area. The Gaspar 
Dairy alone removes approximately SI.150.000.00 from the local community. The Draft 
F.IR/H1S should provide an analysis that takes a closer look at the true economic loss to the local 
economies. 

Through the analysis that CCHSRA has done, it has also been discovered that the alignments 
chosen for the IISR Project target two general classifications of ground I) low income blighted 
areas and 2) agricultural/rural territories. The Draft EIR/EIS has provided statements that 
acknowledge this phenomenon and the greater impact to economically depressed areas, however 
the Draft EIR/EIS fails to provide any legitimate justification or mitigation for these prejudiced 
decisions. 

Dairy Permitting Issues 

The Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges the impacts to dairies and the ensuing permitting and 
regulation process that will be required of farmers when the HSR Project enters their property . 
Although the HSR Project is a statew ide project the agencies and regulations governing the 
environmental and construction concerns of dairies are administered by agencies outside of the 
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Authority and will simply sec the modifications due to adjustments required by the HSR Project 
as ty pical diary improvements or modifications. Therefore, the tedious and expensive process of 
permitting and constructing diary modification will be encountered. In the case of the Gaspar 
Dairy, they expect that the permitting process along will take approximately 18-24 months and 
cost approximately $! 15.000. The Draft EIR/EIS does not contemplate the timing required to 
adjust dairy operations w ithin the construction timeline for the HSR Project. Even if the Gaspar 
Dairy began working on their permits today, they could expect approval for modifications 
around October 2014 with construction to last upwards of 12 months beyond that. Therefore the 
Gaspar Dairy would be ready for the Authority to begin construction through their property 
around October 2015. 

Another concepts overlooked by the Draft EIR/EIS is the changes in regulations due to 
adjustment in permits. The Gaspar Dairy has been operating under a permit issued several 
decades ago when regulations required much less oversight. If the Gaspar Dairy were to 
improve or repermit the facility, they would be exposed to bringing their dairy up to current laws 
and regulations. This represents a significant increase in cost both in capital improvements and 
long-term operations of the Dairy. 


Miscellaneous Farming Impacts 

The Gaspar Dairy also w ill incur various farming impacts that will greatly depreciate the value 
of the farming operation and potentially cause significant environmental concerns. As the 
alignment travel southward through the farm, the land located to the west of the alignment is 
owned by the Gaspar Family. This land supplies feed to the dairy and also provides dairy 
wastewater discharge. When feed is harvested from the ground on the west side of 7 '/j Avenue 
it is traditionally hauled across the road to the Dairy. This is a very short and efficient process. 
With the introduction of the HSR Project the Gaspar family will be required to travel south to the 
overpass structure programmed at Fargo Avenue and to navigate around the structure and back to 
the north. This will increase the travel distance for each truck upwards of 2 miles to get feed to 
the dairy operation via the New Access road shown on the attached map. Increased VMT will 
add costs to the Gaspar Dairy and also add the already diminished air quality in the Central 
Valley. 

The alignment that passes through the Gaspar Dairy also eliminates the current access point for 
the truck that comes daily to transfer milk to the processing plant. In order to reconfigure the 
dairy operation and allow access for milk transfer the Gaspar Dairy will be required to relocate 
their milking bam. Ihc Gaspar dairy estimates that the economic cost for reconfiguring the diary 
would be $7,300,000.00. The reconfiguration of the facility will also necessitate another 
individual environmental and permitting review, which could include significant costs and 
several years to accomplish. Hie Gaspar Dairy estimates their permitting process to take 
upwards of 24 months and cost approximately $115.000. The newest dairy in kings County. 
Eakeside Dairy took 2 1/2 years to permit and upwards of SI75.000.00 in permitting costs', 
w hich supports the estimates for the Gaspar Dairy impacts. 


: Personal conversation with Mike Montciro owner of Lakeside Dairy on October 14, 2012. 
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VMT caused by ihc requirement to navigate around the HSR Project alignment given it is a fully 
' grade separated transportation corridor. 


Circle I Ranches is a family owned and operating farming operation located along Highway 43 
approximately I mile north ol Nevada Avenue. Circle T Ranches operates its farming operation 
from an equipment and farming office located on the attached Circle T Ranches Site Plan and 
Travel Path Map. The family owns and operates the land located in the green outlined area near 
the equipment storage area, however also farms ground located on tensing Avenue west of 
Highway 43 (red outlined ground on the map). CCHSRA met this the owners of Circle T Ranch 
to discuss the impacts to their operation. The owners of the ranch indicated that one of the 
largest impacts to their operation was the increased distance they would be traveling to conduct 
their farming operations. Attached is an analysis of the increased VM 1 created by the HSR 
project due to the need to travel around the alignment. 


Lakeside Cemetery and Dairy Impacts 

The analysis conducted by CCHSRA on the Lakeside Dairy and Cemetery arc provided in the 
attached lakeside Dairy and Cemetery Impacts. The analysis provided at this site is an example 
of what the lack of direct contact with landowners has yielded. Upon our early investigates wc 
discovered that the aerial photography being utilized in the Draft LIR/F.1S was outdated and did 
not include structures and farming facilities after approximately 2003. Upon notifying the 
Authority of the issue it took approximately 12 months for the Authority to upgrade the aerial 
photography to include the lakeside Dairy . 


By conducting a detailed analysis of the increased VMT. it was determined that the due to the 
HSR Project alignment. Circle I Ranches will increase its VMT by 10.734 miles per year to 
farm the Double L Ranch. I hc analysis was done by investigating the farming operations that 
take place in one calendar year. Each farming practice was analyzed for the type of vehicle 
utilized, including the need to use transport equipment to move farming equipment to the field 
and the number of trips required to be made to that field. The increased length of travel was 
determined and a calculation was made to determine the difference between current practices and 
the increased VMT required to navigate around the HSR Project. The Draft F.IR/F.IS does not 
reflect an analysis such as this, which indicates that there is a concrete evidence that the HSR 
Project will increase VM I on an annual basis, which could be counterproductive the ability to 
meet current air quality standards. 


I he Lakeside Cemetery is another example of the lack of detail the Draft EIR/EIS had without 
landowner participation. The Authority had sent out U.S. Army Corp of Engineer (USACE) 
reviewers to visually scope the alignment for conflicts. While they were driving along the road 
the owner of Lakeside Dairy stopped them to ask them w hat they were doing. The USACE 
representatives indicated what they were doing and the owner told them that they just passed a 
cemetery, live representatives had no idea there was a cemetery and they would make sure they 
addressed it in the upcoming Draft EIR/EIS. When the Draft EIR/EIS was released there was a 
"blockout" which saved the Lakeside Cemetery from being buried under an overpass. I low ever 
what is not addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS is how the families of those who are buried in the 
cemetery access the cemetery . Given it is behind an overpass the Draft LIR/EIS makes no 
provision for access to the cemetery. 


The analy sis of Circle T Ranches also highlighted a secondary impact that was not addressed in 
the Draft EIR/EIS. By placing the HSR Project alignment in areas not adjacent to a 
transportation corridor, traffic is now forced to used roads and highways more frequently. Also, 
the farming industry will not be forced to utilized roads more often than previously done, 
therefore increase the wear and tear on roadways. Equipment w ill also be forced to utilized road 
not currently required to be utilized, and in the case of Circle I Ranches they will be forced to 
use Highw ay 43 to move equipment and other farming commodities. Of concern to Circle T 
Ranches is the movement of manure to fields. Currently trucks are able to use rural roads to 
move manure for farming operations, however his trucks w ill now have to utilize a highway and 
fall under new guidelines which is trucks may not comply w ith. 


BO025-28 


As with the other impacts associated with farming operations the Lakeside Dairy will increase 
the VMT to take fanning equipment from the Lakeside Dairy Operation facility to the Lakeside 
Dairy. The owners utilize the Operation f acility to store equipment and do repairs. When 
equipment is needed on the dairy it travels down Kent Avenue approximately 1/8 mile down the 
road. With the introduction of the HSR Project equipment will have to travel cast toward 
Highway 43 and them back to the west via the overpass structure. This essentially doubles the 
travel distance required. 
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Landowner Impact Forms 


BO025-24 


BO025-25 


forcing farming equipment on to more roadway s, including highways also raises a safely 
concern that the Draft EIR/EIS did not contemplate, farm equipment often travels at much 
slower speeds that normal traffic and tends to be oversized. Cars traveling at 55 miles per hour 
must now navigate large equipment traveling at 25 miles per hour. The Draft EIR/EIS should 
analyze the potential for farm cquipmcnl/travcling public safety to determine the nature if the 
impact and provide mitigation measure as required. 

I he Draft EIR/EIS discusses VMT. however only in the context of VMT reductions associated 
with ridership on the HSR Project. What the Draft EIR/EIS fails to do is analyze the increased 
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CCHSRA and its members have recognized the shortcomings of the Authority in its path to 
processing the HSR Project. Without talking with landowners the ability to acknowledge 
impacts and concerns is a missing component of the CEQA and NEPA process. Attached with 
this letter are Landowner Impact forms that are representative of the impacts associated with land 
that is located within the HSR alignment. The Draft EIR/EIS is an incomplete document that 
cannot establish the baseline condition given that the individual properties and land impacted has 
not been properly assessed. Without this information environmental concerns have been 
ignored, impacts lie dormant and the budget identified in the Draft EIR/EIS is significantly 
suspect and potentially deficient. Without having the funding to complete the necessary project 
DEIR/EIS Fresno-Bakersfield Page 8 of 9 
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and now knowing that the Draft EIR/EIS is unable to identify the entire realm of impacts, the 
Authority under its Lead Agency status is required to take into account the information included, 
revise the document including the budget and re-release the Draft KIR/Els for another public 
review. 
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Conclusion 

CCIISRA has spent the last several months understanding the HSR Project and the alignments 
that impact the residents of Kings County. Part of the process has been to meet with individual 
landowners to understand the impacts that will be incurred due to the HSR Project. What lias 
been presented in this letter and the attached analysis is information that has not been addressed 
in the Draft EIR/EIS. Because this information is missing. CCHSRA believes that the Draft 
F.IR/F.IS is significantly deficient and docs not meet the standards of CEQA and M PA. We 
request that the information provided be utilized as an example of the impacts associated with 
the HSR Project, and that the Authority , its stall* and cadre of consultants ensure that each 
individual impact is property applied to each parcel impacted. The Authority has promoted and 
described the Draft EIR/EIS has a project level EIR/EIS. however given the lack of detail 
provided this current Draft EIR/EIS falls significantly short of meeting the standard threshold of 
a project-level EIR/EIS. 

CCHSRA and its membership urges the Authority to address each of the issues presented and 
adjust the I>raft EIR/EIS accoidingly. In answering these comments above, the Authority should 
ensure that the magnitude and applicability of each impact to each landow ner is assessed to 
properly address the significance of each impact. Failure to conduct a full analysis would render 
any determination of significance by the public or decision maker unlawful under CEQA and 
NEPA. 


Sincerely. 


Aaron I ukuda. Co-Chair CCHSRA I rank Oliveira. C o-C hair C C HSR \ 
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DAIRY IMPACTS 

APPROX. LOSS OF GROUND 5 ACRES 

ALLOWABLE COWS/ACRE 21 COWS 


10$ COWS 


MILK PRODUCTION/COW 
APPROX. REVENUE 
REVENUE LOSS PER COW 
TOTAL LOSS PER YEAR 

AG ECON. MULTIPLIER 
ANNUAL IMPACT 
TO COMMUNITY 

ESTIMATED COST TO 
RECONFIGURE DIARY AND 
HOME 


21.000 POUNDS/YEAR 
$15.00/100 POUNDS 
$3.150/YEAR/COW 
S33OJ5O.O0 

3.5 

SI, 157,625.00 


S3.500.000 


ECONOMIC IMPACT TO GASPAR FAMILY 
S3.500.000.00 

ANNUAL ECONOMIC IMPACT TO GASPAR FAMILY 
S330,750.00 

ANNUAL ECONOMIC LOSS TO COMMUNITY 
$1,157,625.00 



NORTH 



ELIMINATES DAIR 
WASTEWATER PI 


ELIMINATES 
CORRALS - 


ELIMINATES 

Family how 


THE ONLY ACCESS TO THE MILKING 
PARLOR FOR MILK TRANSPORTATION 
IS ALONG 7 1/2 AVENUE MILKING 
PARLOR WILL NEED TO BE MOVED TO 
THE EAST SIDE OF THE PROPERTY - 
DUE TO ACCESS RESTRICTION. 
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h < < 

UJ -J 2 
J°- T 
O lu * 

2tS 


EXISTING TRAVEL PATH FOR VEHICLES AND 
EQUIPMENT FROM CIRCLE T FARMS TO FIELDS 


WGH SPEED RAIL ALIGNMENT 


LEGEND 


DOUBLE LL RANCH • CUSTOM FARMED BY 
CIRCLE T FARMS. THEREFORE EQUIPMENT IS 
MOBILIZED FROM THE CIRCLE T FARMS 
EQUIPMENT YARD 

CIRCLE T FARMS • PROPERTY OWNED AND 
OPERATED BY THE HOLT FAMILY 


NEW TRAVEL PATH REQUIRED TO TRAVEL 
AROUND HIGH SPEED RAIL ALIGNMENT TO 
ROAD OVERPASSES WHICH INCREASES THE 
TRAVEL PATH 



CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Roil Authority 


U S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Railroad 
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Table 1. Holt Farms - L & L Ranch Trip Generation Analysis 


Equip. 

No. 

6 

6 

11 

Purpose 

Day irrigation 3 

Night Irrigation 1 

Maurc Application 

Januray 

120 

120 

February 

120 

120 

March 

120 

120 

April 

120 

120 

May 

120 

120 

180 

Trip Generation Count 5 
June July 

120 240 

120 240 

August 

240 

240 

3 

Border Knock Down 




2 




6 

Mobilization 




28 

36 



8 

Service Equipment 




28 

36 



2 

Discing Ground 





2 




1 

Border Field 





2 




2 

Spring Tooth and Chisel 





2 




4 

Furrow Field 






2 



3 

Border Field 






2 



1 

Plant Field 






2 



4 

Fertilizer 






2 



5 

Pesticide/Fungicide Spray 






2 



9 

Field Inspection 

4 

4 

4 

: 

6 

6 

6 

6 


Trip Generation Count'* Total Trip 

^4arcf^^^^Apn^^^^^4ff^^^^^une^^^^^u^^^^^^ugust^^Septembe^^^ctobe^^^lovemt>e^C>ecemberGcneration 


120 120 120 120 240 240 120 120 1.440 

120 120 120 120 240 240 120 120 1,440 




180 

2 




2 

180 


360 

4 



28 

36 



28 

36 



128 



28 

36 



28 

36 



128 



2 




2 




4 



2 




a 




4 



2 



2 




4 



2 







2 



2 




2 



4 



2 




a 



4 



2 




2 



4 



2 




2 



4 

4 

4 

6 

6 

6 

6 

8 




48 

3,578 


4 Miles - Existing trip mileage to center of ranch 3 ""'**%* to center of ranch 

7 Miles - New t rip distance to access center of ranch with HSR project in place * p <,iM,ncc 50 access center of ranch with HSR project in place 

3 Miles - Extra distance required Istance required 


10,734 Miles - Total Annual Extra Mileage Traveled 


■al Annual Extra Mileage Traveled 


1 Numbers indicate singular trip. Ex. 2 is a movement to the ranch and a return trip to the equipment yard. ranch and a return trip to the equipment yard. 

3 Trip Count is based on 4 trips per day and a 15 day irrigation cycle " n c V e,# 

* Trip Count is based on 4 trips per day and a 15 day irrigation cycle -n c T c ' e 
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CCH^RR 


Landowner Impact Form 


BO025-32 


Oil HJ fill Ml 



Property Description 


Question 1; Property Description (Please explain where property is located and sizes): _ 

This property rs composed of two undivided 40 acre parcels with a well and pump in the middle and pipeline 
irrigation It is located on the east side of 8 th avenue just south of Dover avenue in Hanford, California. It is pnme 
agricultural farm land protected by the Williamson Act 


Question 2: Description of farming operation (acreage, type of crops, etc.) 

The entire 80 acres are planted in Almond trees The trees were planted 6 years ago and are currently in full 
production (lifetime potential production of 25+ years) 


Question 3: Descnbe the general impacts of the high speed rail project on your property/operation/Ufe (Attach more 
sheets if necessary): 


The proposed East Hanford Route cuts diagonally through the middle of the 80 acres destroying the well, 
irrigation system and cuts out a wide swath of almond trees Because the EIR/EIS is so vague, it is difficult to know 
just how much of the property would be taken for the HSR—it is possible that none of the remaining property would 
be farmaWe 

Upon claiming the property for the HSR. with the destruction of the irrigation system, there would be a total loss 
of the Almond orchard, including the toss of potential income in the remaining 14+ years in the lease ($550000 00). 

If there would be acreage left for farming, it would be divided by the HSR into 2 small parcels—one accessed by 
8* avenue and the other inaccessible because it would be land-locked between other adjacent farms on 3 sides and 
the HSR on the 4 9 * side. Two new wells, pumps, and irrigation systems would need to be installed which could cost 
in the millions of dollars. The value of the two small parcels would be greatly reduced in comparison to the value of 
one 80 acre parcel. 

It is impossible know what the environmental impacts will be and what restrictions to the farming operation there 
will be as a result of 6 high speed trains/hour passing by (air quality, noise pollution, effect on pollination, restrictions 
on chemicals being sprayed, etc) 

This property was purchased by Patricia's grandfather and William's and Thomas' greatgrandfather in the early 
1900's. Our family has been good stewards of the land, farming, and making improvemenis over the years until it's 
current pristine condition This is considered prime agricultural land because of the sandy loam soH and availability 
of water for irrigation, and it is protected under the Williamson Act. 


Property APN’s: [002-190-016 


1 1 




Please Ml out the above form and return it to cchsraoro&amail.com or matt the form to P. O. Box 88f. Hanford. 
California 93232 
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Question 4: Will the high speed rail alignment cause any access problems: 


YES 


If you answered YES, Please explain the access problem 



Question 5: Will the high speed rail alignment eliminate a residence on the property: NO 

If you answered YES. Please explain the age. cost and utilities impacted (please include costs of the home): 


Question 6: Will the high speed rail alignment eliminate any domestic or irrigation wells: YES 
If you answered YES. Please explain the well characteristics (depth, horsepower, casing size and costs): 
Replacement of 2 wells pumps and pipeline irrigation could cost up to $500000.00 


Question 7: Will the high speed rail alignment impact any of your irrigation system: YES NO 

If you answered YES. Please explain the rogation sytem characteristics (style, pipe sizes, special equip, and cost): 



gchSRR 


Landowner Impact Form 


Landowner Information 

Landowner Name: 



Email Address: 


Landowner Address 


3 hone Number 





Dell Number: 



Property Description 


{ Property APN's 


HK BS&2SSS" S 


Question 1: Property Description (Please explain where property is located and sizes): _ 

ov\, G r\ o-w-ci 


Question 2: Description of farming operation (acrea ge, type of crops, etc ): t _ 


70 




Question 3 Describe the general impacts of the high speed rail project on your property/operationMe (Attach more 
sheets if necessary): 

r —f - -thi o-^~J 

vjJLS) cut 
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Question 4: WJI the high speed rati alignment cause any access problems: YES 

If you answered YES, Please explain the access problem: 



Question 5: Wttl the high speed rail alignment eliminate a residence on the property: 



If you answered YES. Please explain the well characteristics (depth, horsepower, casing size and costs): 


.vrvfc/v 3 




/Iff 1 ' Gy—c 




Question 7: Will the high speed rail alignment impact any of your irrigation systen<TE^ NO 
If you answered YES. Please exptan the irrigation sytem charactenstics (style. pipe sees, special equip and cost): 



Question 8: WII the high speed rail impact your 8bibty to move equipment and/or vehicles YES 


(3 


If you answered YES. Please explain the impact to the movement of equipment (List how many extra miles it win add 
to your daily movement of equipment and/or vehicles): 


Question 9: If you have any practices that might be restricted around the high speed rail alignment (ex. herbicide and 
pesticide spraying) please list those activities along with the chemical and/or practice that is used 

_ (X-teL^ud 7 




Question 10: If you are a DAIRY OPERATION please list the number of cows you milk, the amount of ground needed 
to support your dairy and any other significant impact to your operation the high speed rail alignment may have 


Please list any other impact that the high speed rail alignment may have on your business/home that has not been 
bsted above: _ 


Please fittoulthe above form and return a to cchsraoro&amailxom or mar! the form to P O. Box 881, Hanford. 
California 9 3232 
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CCHSRR 


Landowner Impact Form 


Landowner Information 


prvi^r\.^De JlL&£ mhtf E™?' 1 Address ft |f tu(-V ICL 

0*3 Qj 1 ‘b 4 ft jM : _I P rone Number J 7 5 fra 

_(* 4 . 1 Cell Number I 


id 


Property Description 


P 


Property APN’s: 


9, h ov nvr this it not n querod 


Queslion t Property Descnption (Please explain where property is located and saes) _ 

Id ACM parta lOUh ncuilij 0(j*.'St>uCkcs 
hiYYlt . 10( (Lrl L 1 (■<-( f)\.i.cUtCi (0 OXtlC L> 

pti>-eU 'ihA-t has almond *■ uJa.Onu.-f 

S-Kt-is, Ld tvtg/A^ ~h Ou.r -fz-sy^t-Ly • _ 


Question 2; Description of farming operation (acreage, type of crops, etc ): 

Ciu iCLt'C Ivtic/S L\l A 6Yk( OKCif * <o 
p C i. r £ <-*ij i*r fur <~Ju sl / . 

boj (POjl nu. A *v oJt oia^d d/itps 

Question 3 Describe the general impacts of the high speed rail project on your property/operationrife (Attach more 
sheets if necessary): 


meets u necessary): 

r/ttli LOill 'h. Li 0~u. r hoyyu zr-f ms ju&i- hYuflUJc 
,3 L a f) L /uw fi tL..* u s * £> L j*± 


// /{&s pitL fi £ ift -c * 3 

^/U’ A ULfr^ji Cl^rviGrifo+tyf 


3 It/ 

h buMct I 


r 

r i^/ 


StLKrdtfKfiiirVA LS> Avy 

|utst?<u^ I(VCli k tod f Ms tyomSM* 

Sfe-r/M j -A r/n y£*y<: Av A, 

fiunvUu > <M<- /a/ pLj-cL(.Zr<Ql /?v 

5<yyu V-*> uti/voct&i-Kj / y$,<_ Ar e 

-ftp-tctttj />ty 'S0>t $ fithc * C. 11 6rv<- /vc/n// 


Question 4 WII the high speed rad alignment cause any access problems 
If you answered YES, Please explain the access probtem: 

toUt 




u . Ji<jM dm-. Uke Drudd Cf otr far 

%***' M * /A Y huSUnd: 5 pastui-h 
Ida Lot a lose <LCuss -b ^7/, 

~T< r tLci2Y£ p,iL tuuM. -k f ^ 

Olisf^us ju it -heffj- (xsc i-nc/yd ‘utTPc, 

- UHu -f)JJ£t t i. C *a$ S £t 7K <LUj frzet . _ 


Qus$1Mfl5: W*lh*fkgh speed rai alignment «1iniina1e a residence on the p*co«ty: ^ES^ jQ 
If you answered YES, Please explain the age, cost and ulMes impacted (please include costs o' the home) 

Mi CL li (fl\LLO l\ 6mZ bid U <£>£!&. 

fol’Ytkj UJLtf HMJJ £Wj- 

SO.tCgJ'MY 060D 
/'kna. Cmsfyiccfrvn - $> <$01,(0<o 

lO t UJiUnCJ U <X bU h buUU O-htUku' hrrut (K 

Question 6. VWI the high speed ra>i alignment ehmmate any domestic or irrigation wells /^ES J NO 
If you answered YES, Ptease explain tne we* characteristics (depth horsepower, casing sueana costs) 

tOJLU out Ou- hervtt LOU ho 

(USD used A ^c) 


Question? Wtl the high speed rail alignment impact any of your wrigation system YES NO 
ff you answered YES. Please explain the irrigation sytem characteristics (style, pipe sizes, special equip, and cost) 
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Queston 8 Will the high speed rail impact your atnUy to move equ potent sndlor vestctes ^YE^ ^ NO 

tf you answered YES, Please explain the impact to the movement of equipment (List how many extra miles it will add 
to your daily movement of equipment and/or vehicles) 

CMS Hjh-f 'i-hru IhuuLM. Of ~pwp 
LC'lLL hjuxt ~fc) /Ljtvf &*hJAoJ tla 0in Lid 


Qjcston 9: If you have any practices that might be restricted around the high speed rail alignment (ex herbicide and 
pesticide spraying) please list those activities adng with the chemical and/or practice that is used 



Question 10 If you are a DAIRY OPERATION please list the number of cows you rofic, the amount of ground needed 
to support your dairy and any other significant impact to your operation the tvgh speed rail alignment may have 


Please list any other impact that the high speed rail ai-gnment may have on your business/home that has not been 
listed above _ 


‘7/a it (mU CLlso ap nil Id (XJ bad M. a 

dlu-U's c SknJf d-Lub-d UiM-Ci lot it 

U Vz a<J CUutddUL ^ 

Sd/iOfkT. rOs-e .f O-f $Xtsn6t 

7L*l(Ll& <*- hccsf yv Lu ted! 




Please fit cut the above form and return i to cchsraoro&amail. com or mi the torn toPO Box 881 Hanford 
California 93232 

yOli-fiszj&f ILImi U-k( dnUoj 

f^L.^ MtlUfn.fl 


mdSRfl 


Landowner Impact Form 


ultfMhMCAiraiiMN 


Landowner Information 


h/oAMi CM *4 /J<x> ' 



Question 1: Property Description (Please explain where property ia located and *&**)_ 


3 o 


/9 


TMs PA°f> £ «7y , s ^ ^ QsT ^ 

bfr n/JO ? 5/c^r c&r/Zejqo* 

is /‘/S ~Tp6 WJi'ilt/9/HSOAS 4c.7~ C0A/T&4CT. 


Question 2 Description of terming operation (acreage, type of crops, etc.): 


a 3& /PcPS^ 

oi rtcAgS- ft/IA/T&O To #ous <c 4 oPs ccj/?a/ 
/ T <Z>4 S/ J./33/3 &P bOPy e.oPrS. 

T- 30 daPsS rtjrt/Co/Tu** P<saSP 


Question 3: De^t»B«8«n<™iimp^ofth.hl9h5p^ra8pcot«on^ l NOP.-W»P«««nlllf. (Atwchmoc. 
sheets if necessary): 


/ TWg 0ts£p/)/?53 /JS*? "Tp/lCsSs ksi'J-L 

a. /o 7 pJ\ ifJbF 

6 - PgMcu/. ?u/te P<"*'P UJ&tl 

c. /JouSdS 

/A Oo*n £sT/ C / 9 a^ Pv/rxjZ 

*9#c T/Jne* 3* G'uiV.O'^3 3 

«?' A^,g/l7~ /•/£/? /J ~/Z> is? P /?/7 0!~Z) 

J- S/M& 'TUncds go TW/ioug-b ^A/ ^-^9^- 

• T tu/Ui l, BA ns d SA-t/QJB P/9*fCBd. 

4 VJ^ 5 j 7 ' 7 s 
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Question 8: VWI Ole high speed rail impact your ability to move equipment and/or vetudes^E^) NO 

tf ^ answered YES. Please explain the impact to the movement of equipment (Ust how many extra mites it will add 
to your daily movement of equipment and/or vehicles): __ 

/ Trf&y finPP/s /}o.cass PoA0 yT~ ujfAZ 1 

•/ / /*o7~ /$bJL£ 7T» 

^ fsSO /?c.C£SJ t & 

/? c c PRcpGQi'/- 


Question 9: If you have any practices that might be restricted around the high speed railahgnment (ex. herbicide and 
pesticide spraying) please list those activities along with the chemical and/or practice that is used 


y/rA 3 Uri/J* f<JoT~ C-e>flr\/f UsiT/J jW 

gPTHP TA/9 cM*, 5o 7V//jr C/9 A/ 

tJoT be ^PPnyeyO. You ca/x/ C/gyy 7 yJ/z 

Soo^/g (SS9/o^y. /21-r To ^/Pjp <f><sr u>/^r 
JOZVQ CooSA #ve. 7 /✓/? sfAy* 


y j 4 fi/roA A, C/g. ?3Z3a 

Qjestion < o if vou are a DAIRY OPERATION please Hat the number of cows you milk, the amount of ground needed 
«urmif)«inr imoact to vour operation the high speed rail alignment may have: 



tot any other impact that the high speed rail alignment may have on your busmess/homc that has not been 
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QvgsT'fo* 

Pu^P Puss'Ps 

PGA r\U 

( 0 . Pip >3 A/jJP is oaS Sou'T/J So/gS 0 /rPAo/P& r # r y 

J, &yS£ '9 cA£ T/V,? //aois/£ 

8 • ^<^/v> gsTlC /S y OP"'P’P 

?• /<Z /T t *y£ P7~ 'S/Jof 

JO* TpAirS ST&P/Qj /S <3 ts OyyJ9 5 <%■*<* X £3/5^ 


iSuS^T/dtY ^3 

^ UJ/M /X> /?cc/?tt 72> X/SA/P 

o s 7^5" $pA?s> 

_ST fiasTA/ c 7 ->c>a/s c/* a/^ 

£>• Co^n ^i/SP t'a/9 J zPpspy^/tS A/o'r- 

Coa^jS kj,*7W//S /y y^)MS &P 7~p/3 cA'S’ 

7. Ajp/c cjIToAK spA/4 y/A'PA sa"* 

// /9c,p AS) 0 u 
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Property APN's 

Dl(/-AOu- 030- 

00 




OOP 



Landowner Impact Form 


Landowner Information . 

Landowner Name 

FAai/T3V\ V* 11 Email Address: 

L— A , „ ■ u rJ 

Landowner Address 

[ / a loii* -^fk^ AK • 

[ Prione Number j 


vv ! ^ X <n?-2>0 

Cell Number: 



Property Description 


Question 1: Property Description (Please explain where property is located and sizes) 

' V . * / I ~ C rJ. . 


Tt%l 


yv-s \ & vn. LL * T Irv. 

{R.X 


, (LcttS 

/ 2— (Xc^e s 

.2. kou.24-^ p/uS 3 Ao/>, 

set r* ^U'Arv^Ah-r . /4 ve * • 


Va_ 

Question 2 Description of farming operation (acreage, type of crops, etc) ___ _ 

3^7 ^ 0 '%r y A,r-£ Jd a . 

Crvpx, y/w*- — »~lfhJ4+- / <xor^ J 


yfXr-tL Mo * . 


Question 3 Describe trie general impacts of trie high speed rail project on your property/operation/iife (Attach more 
sheets if necessary) 

fi>^CtrtdT L JTTsZ^— X^\ U CJ 

<C tA^- tlx.-C'» A I te, plouv^ J-P cL. I / i/1/Lf^Ct ( /^*Lep $, 
cWvNy tr^fixet Cclwn ^ # 

() \^y~ Vola/s-^ iw < u^h*6^\ W^LcJ^ ifac/uJl^ 

■f 


ue / y k A W 2- 


0 


42* < 

p U^vyyD Cksll 

\jJ0 cd t *A c\ui) o L\A/~ 


UcS€ / 

tf&rce 


*? tr t) u r 
tau/se S -A*?- m 

^ ,-fU. KVA CT- / / LA. W v & 


J Z LcV < C L"\. 

CL lA-y 




k ■ 


Question 4 Will trie high speed rail alignment cause any access problems YES 0 NO G 
If you answered YES. Please explain the access problem:_ 

ye/K 


Question 5 Will the high speed rail alignment eliminate a residence on trie property: YESO NO ^ 

If you answered YES. Please explain the age. cost and utilities impacted (pleasejnclude costs of trie home) 

A-f p^e-S^wJ tdiHv our . /? 6 


Question 6: Will the high speed rail alignment eliminate any domestic or irrigation wells YES NO □ 
If you answered YES, Please explain trie well criaractenstics (depth, horsepower, casing size and costs): 

A 10 HP i_.'+4 PuiAop, - »'! 


Question 7 Will trie high speed rail alignment impact any of your irrigation system YES ^ NO □ 

If you answered YES, Please explain the irrigation sytem criaractenstics (style, pipe sizes, special equip and cost): 

ph*- | f£+ p uw)p dLrt bo~c/L of+ Hi prvf>z*r-i~y 

puuwy> r Co'*, 

•AO lonyy ^ 4t) ^cc-es^ 

X* ojktl-io^ ■+)+. 

^ jluv^p UJDuvLo) (U 

(K- Iff f/p/W'-) ^c-luAs ua./i*zj 
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Question 8: WiB the high speed rail impact your ability to move equipment and/or vehicles YES □ NO □ 

If you answered YES, Please explain the impact to the movement of equipment (List how many extra miles it will add 
to your daily movement of equipment and/or vehicles) 

foo\~ * 
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CCHSRR 


Landowner Impact Form 


Landowner Information 


Landowner Name: 

Landowner Address 

RSA INVESTMENTS, LLC 

Email Address 

prostho2th@yahoo.com 

3515 W. DAKOTA AVE. 

Phone Number 

(559) 435-4006 


FRESNO, CA 93722 

Ceil Number 

(559) 287-5345 | 


Question 9: If you have any practices that might be restricted around the high speed rail alignment (ex. herbicide and 
pesticide spraying) please list those activities along with the chemical and/or practice that is used 

PoSSrfckl S f> ' C /Jx<z i- P* Srf/C / ~ 


Question 10 If you are a DAIRY OPERATION please list the number of cows you milk, the amount of ground needed 
to support your dairy and any other significant impact to your operation the high speed rail al gnment may have 

A) ft 


Please list any other impact that the high speed rail alignment may have on your busmess/home that has not been 
listed above , _ , 

J mpj COI 7 -F /0% £>_¥ O 

bsja / ) > y-uw -Fl'vT'Q ^ 

I/DUU Cuovx'-H Ct^plCLC^- f ~f~ - /} feo) ret/ / UsO 

vv\ol-v* 4 tK.ve.yi wjC S r u. v C 
/Uzf fat vxlrt'otoi h J -hU*. W Us ~'ST~ 

F h ot lo> ? 

Please fill out the above fowl and return it to afukuda77®amail.com or mail the form to 7450 Mountain View Street 
Hanford. California 93230 


Property Description 


Please A-s* any of 'J>e A f f z.-.evef tins is not re euxed 


Property APN’s 

WA 








Question 1: Property Description (Piease explain where property is located and sizes) _ 

PROPERTY IS LOCATED AT 3515 W. DAKOTA AVE. FRESNO, CA. APPX. 9.6 ACRES OF 
C-6 COMMERCIAL PROPERTY IMPROVED WITH METAL BUILDINGS, OFFICE 
AND RESIDENCE FOR THE PURPOSE OF CONDUCTING DAKOTA PARK BOAT AND 
RV / MEGA STORAGE. PROPERTY IS LOCATED ADJACENT TO THE S/B HWY. 99 AND 
DAKOTA AVE. EXIT ON THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF DAKOTA AND PARKWAY AVE.. 


Question 2: Description of farming operation (acreage, type of crops, etc ): _ 

APPX. 9.6 ACRES OF BOAT/RV AND MEGA STORAGE WITH CARETAKER RESIDENCE 
AND OFFICE. 


Question 3: Describe the general impacts of the high speed rail project on your property/operation/life (Attach more 
sheets if necessary); 

THE FRONT 3/4 OF MY PROPERTY WILL BE TAKEN FOR THE DAKOTA AVE. REALIGN- 
MENT. AN ENTIRE STORAGE BUILDING, AND OFFICE AND RESIDENCE WILL BE DES¬ 
TROYED, CONTROL. GATES, AND SIGNIFICANT PORTIONS OF 6 OTHER BUILDINGS WILL 
BE ELIMINATED. THE CLOSURE OF HWY 99 EXIT AT DAKOTA AVE. AND PARKWAY AVE¬ 
NUES WILL EFFECTIVELY ELIMINATE 95% OF MY CUSTOMER ACCESS. 


^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 

_ , r . - Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Karl Authority 'w Administration 
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Question 4. Will the high speed rail alignment cause any access problems: 



NO 


If you answered YES, Please explain the access problem 


HWY 99 AT THE DAKOTA AVE. EXIT WILL BE ELIMINATED AS WELL AS PARKWAY AVE. 
WHICH THE ACCESS ROUTE FOR 95% OF MY CUSTOMER BASE. 


Question 5: Will the high speed rail alignment eliminate a residence on the property: 



If you answered YES. Please explain the age. cost and utilities impacted (please include costs of the home). 


CUSTOM RESIDENCE / OFFICE ARE 5 YEARS OLD WITH AN ORIGINAL COST OF $ 350,000 
EXCLUSIVE OF LAND AND LANDSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS. UTILITY COSTS ARE UNKNOW 
AT THIS TIME BUT ORIGINAL COSTS WERE $ 85,000 FROM P,G &E. 


Question 6: VAII the high speed rail alignment eliminate any domestic or irrigation wetls: YES 


<s> 


If you answered YES. Please oxplam the well charactenstics (depth, horsepower, casing size and costs): 



If you answered YES. Please explain the irrigation syiem charactenstics (style, pipe sizes, special equip, and cost): 
YES; LANDSCAPE IRRIGATION AND LOCAL IRRIGATION SYSTEMSAND VEHICLE "CAR 
WASH" AREA. FIRE HYDRANTS WILL BE DESTROYED WITHA 10" MAIN AND 8“ ACCES¬ 
SORY HYDRANT. 


,{yes^)n 


Question 8 Will the high speed raH impact your ability to move equipment and/or vehicles! 

If you answered YES. Please explain the impact to the movement of equipment (List how many extra miles it will add 
to your daily movement of equipment and/or vehicles): 

YES; CUSTOMER VEHICLES WILL NEED TO TRAVEL APPX. 1.5 MILES 
FURTHER EACH DIRECTION FOR ACCESS. APPX. 110 TRIPS / DAY. 


Question 9: If you have any practices that might be restricted around the high speed rail alignment (ex herbicide and 
pesticide spraying) please list those activities along with the chemical and/or practice that is used: 




Please fill out the above form and return it to cchsraoratdxjmail.com or mail the form to P.O Box 881. Hanford, 
California 93232 


/^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 
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Landowner Impact Form 


Landowner Information 


Landowner Name 

!,: . . 

Email Address: 

£a rtAsfk .u.j • c<~~> 

Landowner Address 

ZZZe*/ Z*Ay L/ i c iVMZ- 

Number 

7T* iiSiH i fl^TK 



Cell Number 

3Xt-iiZL 


Property Description 


1 Property APN's: ^ 

1 

? f• Cvy 

1 06*? ‘ 12 ^ ’ 

~hPl 1 

Igpi no • QC X 1 Pax- ( 2 a ClI'L. 

1 



__1 


Question 1: Property Descnption (Please explain where property is located and sizes): _ 

£afiof V 3 + (Lororw. C 

von k ' 7 - b ry . 

+rAl/<rS**J c\ (Tr\^ l/*l a^H*> £ h 6 b y S 

YhL&r4 T^o of 4 hoses' 

Question 2 Description of farming operation (acreage type of crops, etc) , ^ t ^ _ t 

buZicalL Too 2.^/V y ^ ^ HOh a ll ^ phstbM** • 

c It ^ ,/V*r« 30 

'/PA just fluAJ HU* yur Wift, Znpl'byS- €*?<■<*pntU'&'r* .» 5y<Ls. 

A/p trvrp |dv ^v«rcS. 

Question 3 Describe the general impacts of the high speed rail project on your property/operation/life (Attach more 
sheets if necessary) ^ 

“L i/.1 k.iTlaXv’/ ,-«t» 

fv.ATVfv\ -’IW • 1 J - • « - . \J V 

wi " ^ Ur 

K««sm UsJkm *Ov'v ,!T ,<U 

, , y o. ,.A r j.i'.wsi w.ii «<•*-*»-**»•* 

disU*<-es<r so Ur 14 3 , ,. _ r .1 aC,.. AVlu.' 


- __ _ 

TVe two kovwkUt. V!. aliftkm-J"*«-& -k>« S0 ijii cfol iviiilUfrt <?f Jbkh 
^ SbJr. Mu K«UeUTW <wiU^ wvU no+ U -ty*"*' 



■l!(/A 


«»w f *fcvr w»w/>i/ i w™*,'«• \ ■ — , _■ u • 4 — 

libwlc foV.U&sqA +■• t;v«. • #*4tn.;L~cr 1V<^utl 4 K»x4tr*n 

mii'II Al%*~n M H#'* * '°' k ^ V'i'" T , r 

_o+Uiv- 

/Hh 0v*AfftSj 1$ p>Tih.lWs tplU hec^l K P<-2TWj 

C^vviv^^t I- */ 




-^Vn- 


Question 4 Will the high speed rail alignment cause any access problems 
If you answered YES, Please explain the access problem 

-pf £aiYo 0VCA|)«i«Sin \\I W«- Witl v '*^A’h> rja 

qy*wnA 4 lUks+i 5,Vt *- ^ trv ^ , 

lAsdv <«tAKS Uoo brdi^Pfh, 

Ai-in 

-h, A-CC^SS V^u)u^ 

1 / J iaa As-. . - ^ /% r JLa (1 I ^ / \ 1 A flC fV 'i-r A .j .f .h _ ' 


4r«t>S X f /\ loiye tvic 5‘c*Wt^^_(9rf -ft 7 *" nefaL if 

Questions Will the high speed rail alignment eliminate a residence on the property ^XES NO J6 1 ' ri 

If you answered YES. Please explain the age. cost and utilities impacted (please include costs of the home) 

A^L GhJtoX’fr* * 3 i (a)><MK ClU<J^ i H IT 3 

eZfcwfj ^ '^r^‘ 

c^h * f g * a/ "ft w**- * 

rv\^r ^ °H 3^4^ 15~2-V 

^ ^ ^/tv< t: 

cfh 


JLi M 




4^. 


7 5, 

JJh+bw* S 
Oih'*- S 


fznc2h- 


3 

«f _ _ 

Question 6 Will the high speed rail alignment eliminate any domestic or irrigation wells j^ES^ NO 
If you answered YES, Please explain the well characteristics (depth, horsepower, casing size and costs) 


you answered YES. Please explain the well characteristics (depth, horsepower, casing si 

D** iirt **A*- 5L/74 4 0 7F< 

Dm. irrUJ^ i»e« ^ *U>^ 

acv.sH-^r.'t,Vv^. C/js* 1 l® . JT clo rtf'! V«a<_ 

1U, S .S <tw. xdi^L W, ^ 

(A>at ,5 stvwt*. kivn—A ^ ' 


Question 7 Will the high speed rail alignment impact arty of your irrigation system £f1 eNO 
If you answered YES, Please explain the irrigation sytem characteristics (style, pipe sizes special equip and cost) 
t Juwt. /CcrY^JLAjC^. dxry^y °\ ^3 ^ , 

t\^tX »3*vo> f'f*' 5^]P 

ivwjJivh 
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Question 8 Will the high speed rail impact your ability to move egulpment and/or vehicles NO 

If you answered YES, Please explain the impact to the movement of equipment (List how many extra miles it will add 
to your daily moveme nt of equipment and/or vehicles) 

Os^C-T.^iel, -V.WM *;w» 

^5^ KKI UJ ^ Vvn ~ -3 ^c> 5TT 

^)g* ____ 

Question 9 If you have any practices that might be restricted around the high speed rail alignment (ex herbtcide and 
pesticide spraying) please list those activities along with the chemical and/or practice that is used 

OuV,*l S p r<H,\ p * YiC id £ 

vuM Of'Ax. 0.-' c { / 




i&J) Ccv*f*~y -v 


Question 10 If you are a DAIRY OPERATION please list the number of cows you milk the amount of ground needed 
to support your dairy and any other significant impact to your operation the high speed rail alignment may have 



Please list any other impact that the high speed rail alignment may have on your business/home that has not been 
listed above 
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Please fill out the above form and return if fo cchsraorq@omai7.com or mail f/ie form to P O Box 681. Hanford. 
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BOQ25-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties, 
as long as sufficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall 
environmental impact. This requirement for sufficient information applies to any EIR/EIS, 
whether characterized as a “program” document, or a “project” document. For example, 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states: 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision 
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes 
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a 
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed 
in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make 
an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement 
among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, 
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure. 

Impacts to agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the 
EIR/EIS and impacts to agricultural operations are described in Section 3.12, 
Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. The analysis 
in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an understanding of the 
nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project to agriculture. The EIR/EIS analyzes 
all phases of the project as required by Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines and 
provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section 15126.2 of the CEQA 
Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact to every farm crossed by project 
alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the environmental document 
longer, more complex, and less readable without adding information necessary to 
characterize the extent and severity of the impact. 

BOQ25-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-16. 


BOQ25-3 

The Authority has not identified an impact on organic farm operations adjacent to the 
HST. During construction, land would be cleared mechanically using all available dust 
control measures recommended by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 
as described in Section 3.3.8 of the EIR/EIS. The technology proposed for the HST 
System does not require large amounts of lubricants or hazardous materials for 
operation. The electric trains would use a regenerative braking technology, resulting in 
reduced physical braking and the associated wear. For these reasons, runoff from the 
tracks would have minimal pollutants. Stormwater runoff would be collected at the toe of 
embankments and directed to detention basins or existing drainage systems. No runoff 
would be directed to private property, as described in Section 3.8.5.3 of the EIR/EIS. 

Weed and pest control would be required within the HST right-of-way. That can be 
accomplished mechanically adjacent to organic farms to prevent the possibility of 
contamination of organically grown crops. This restriction on the use of pesticides and 
herbicides can be addressed with the Authority's right-of-way staff during the acquisition 
process. 

BOQ25-4 

The Authority has not identified an impact on organic farm operations adjacent to the 
HST. During construction, land would be cleared mechanically using all available dust 
control measures recommended by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 
as described in Section 3.3.8 of the EIR/EIS. The technology proposed for the HST 
System does not require large amounts of lubricants or hazardous materials for 
operation. The electric trains would use a regenerative braking technology, resulting in 
reduced physical braking and associated wear. For these reasons, runoff from the tracks 
would have minimal pollutants. Stormwater runoff would be collected at the toe of 
embankments and directed to detention basins or existing drainage systems. No runoff 
would be directed to private property, as described in Section 3.8.5.3 of the EIR/EIS. 

Weed and pest control would be required within the HST right-of-way. That can be 
accomplished mechanically adjacent to organic farms to prevent the possibility of 
contamination of organically grown crops. Restrictions on the use of herbicides and 
pesticides can be addressed by the Authority's right-of-way agent during the property 
acquisition process. 
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BOQ25-5 

Project construction is not expected to impact organic farming operations. Construction 
will not involve the use of foreign chemicals. Typical chemicals involved in construction 
would consist of lubricants, fuel, and water used to control dust. None of these 
chemicals would be different from those found in many types of farm equipment used for 
organic farming. 

As discussed in Section 3.3.8 of the EIR/EIS, all of the fugitive dust control measures 
recommended by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District would be used 
during project construction. Therefore, dust emissions would be far below those 
experienced on properties adjacent to agricultural operations using normal cultivation 
practices since typical cultivation uses no dust control measures. 

In the event that herbicides are required during construction to control weeds, they 
would be applied in accordance with label instructions under the supervision of a 
certified pesticide applicator. Only pesticides contained on the Caltrans Approved 
Chemical List in Chapter C2-A of the Caltrans Maintenance Manual 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/maint/manual/maintman.htm [Caltrans 2010a]) would be used. 
Use of these chemicals in accordance with the manufacturers instructions and applied 
under the supervision of a certified pesticide applicator would prevent contamination of 
adjacent properties. 

BOQ25-6 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-05. 

Herbicides applied within the right-of-way for weed control would be applied by 
maintenance crews using hand spraying methods. Herbicides would be applied 
according to manufacturer’s instructions and according to all applicable regulations for 
handling and use of these chemicals. Impacts outside the right-of-way are not 
expected. 

BOQ25-7 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-05. 


BOQ25-8 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-SO-OI, FB- 
Response-AG-02. 

BOQ25-9 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI. 

BQ025-10 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AG-02. 

BOQ25-11 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03. 

BOQ25-12 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties, 
as long as sufficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall 
environmental impact. This applies to any EIR/EIS, whether characterized as a 
“program” document, or a “project” document. For example, CEQA Guidelines Section 
15151 states: 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision¬ 
makers with information that enables them to make a decision that intelligently takes 
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a 
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed 
in light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an 
EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among 
the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection, but for adequacy, completeness, 
and a good-faith effort at full disclosure. 

Impacts to agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the 
EIR/EIS and impacts to agricultural operations are described in Section 
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BOQ25-12 

3.12, Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. The 
analysis in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an understanding 
of the nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project to agriculture. The EIR/EIS 
analyzes all phases of the project, as required by Section 15126 of the CEQA 
Guidelines and provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section 15126.2 
of the CEQA Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact to every farm crossed by 
project alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the environmental 
document longer, more complex, and less readable without adding information 
necessary to characterize the extent and severity of the impact. 

BOQ25-13 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties, 
as long as sufficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall 
environmental impact. This requirement to provide sufficient information applies to any 
EIR/EIS, whether characterized as a “program” document, or a “project” document. For 
example, CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states: 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision 
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes 
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a 
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed 
in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make 
an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement 
among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, 
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure. 

Impacts to agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the 
EIR/EIS and impacts to agricultural operations are described in Section 3.12, 
Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. Further 
information on impacts to confined-animal facilities is provided in Appendix 3.14-B. The 
analysis in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an understanding 
of the nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project on agriculture. The EIR/EIS 


BOQ25-13 

analyzes all phases of the project as required by Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines 
and provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section 15126.2 of the 
CEQA Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact to every farm crossed by project 
alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the environmental document 
longer, more complex, and less readable without adding information necessary to 
characterize the extent and severity of the impact. 

BOQ25-14 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04. 

The Authority will fairly compensate landowners for loss or disruptions to their 
operations during the right-of-way acquisition process, including the relocation of 
existing dairy wastewater ponds and the regulatory costs of permitting relocated 
wastewater storage ponds. Specific details regarding the regulatory requirements and 
the timeline associated with the relocation of dairy wastewater ponds are not addressed 
in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS because this level of detail is not required to 
identify potential environmental impacts of the HST and mitigation measures. 

BOQ25-15 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-AG-06, FB- 
Response-SO-OI. 

A detailed analysis of the economic impacts to croplands and animal operations is 
presented in Appendix C of the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report 
(Authority and FRA 2012h). The analysis is conducted by examining the impacts by 
alternative and by county, and does not perform individual analyses for each affected 
farm. 

Section C.1.1.1 describes the methodology for determining the value for dairy 
production per acre of land. Section C.1.2 estimates the value of dairy and livestock 
operations, and Section C.1.3 analyzes the crop and livestock production acreage 
displaced by the project. See Appendix 3.14-B for a listing of all affected animal 
operations. The project would affect facilities on some animal operations and reduce the 
productive area of the affected farms and surrounding croplands specifically required for 
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BOQ25-15 

nutrient distribution. To be conservative and not underestimate any potential effect 
resulting from this loss of land, it was assumed that animal operations would need to 
reduce their production in the short term until they found replacement lands for all acres 
acquired by the project. As a result, this short-term effect on the Kings County dairy 
sector is estimated at $7.2 million, which represents approximately 1.5% of the total 
county revenue generated annually in the dairy sector. The Bureau of Economic 
Analysis estimates that the additional multiplier indirect and induced effect to related 
sectors would be about equal to the direct loss in revenue in agriculture, thus resulting in 
a total direct plus indirect and induced multiplier effect of approximately $55 million 
annually across the four-county region (Bureau of Economic Analysis 2010). Overall, 
the intensity of the effect of the BNSF Alternative on agricultural business operations 
would be moderate in the short term during the initial period when operations and 
manure management lands are adjusting, and would be negligible in intensity over the 
long term under NEPA. 

The intention of the Authority is to relocate displaced facilities (e.g., animal housing, 
wastewater treatment lagoons) on animal operations before removing existing facilities. 
The Authority has committed to maintain a “permit bureau” to help animal operations 
overcome the regulatory disruptions caused by the project. Due to difficulties in 
relocating displaced production for livestock, the analysis conservatively assumed 100% 
of these displaced acres would not be relocated immediately. In these cases, the 
Authority’s right-of-way agents will work with each affected operation to address issues 
of concern. Agents will attempt to resolve conflicts, for example, by reconfiguring 
facilities so that there is no net loss of operational capacity. The agents may not be able 
to resolve all issues, and will offer compensation to landowners who demonstrate a 
hardship from loss of facilities. 

BOQ25-16 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-SO-01. 

The analysis performed in Appendix C of the Community Impact Assessment Technical 
Report (Authority and FRA 2012h) is conservative and does not underestimate any 
potential effect resulting from loss of land on animal operations. It was assumed that 
animal operations would need to reduce their production in the short term until they 


BOQ25-16 

found replacement lands for all acres acquired by the project. As a result, this short-term 
effect on the Kings County dairy sector is estimated at $7.2 million, which represents 
approximately 1.5% of the total county revenue generated annually in the dairy sector. 
The Bureau of Economic Analysis estimates that the additional multiplier indirect and 
induced effect to related sectors would be about equal to the direct loss in revenue in 
agriculture, thus resulting in a total direct plus indirect and induced multiplier effect of 
approximately $55 million annually across the four-county region (Bureau of Economic 
Analysis 2010). Overall, the intensity of the effect of the BNSF Alternative on 
agricultural business operations would be moderate in the short term during the initial 
period when operations and manure management lands are adjusting, and would be 
negligible in intensity over the long term under NEPA. 

The short term effect will be mitigated because the Authority will relocate displaced 
facilities (e.g., animal housing, wastewater treatment lagoons) on animal operations 
before removing existing facilities. The Authority has committed to maintain a “permit 
bureau” to help animal operations overcome the regulatory disruptions caused by the 
project. Due to difficulties in relocating displaced production for livestock, the analysis 
conservatively assumed 100% of these displaced acres would not be relocated 
immediately. In these cases, the Authority’s right-of-way agents will work with each 
affected operation to address issues of concern. Agents will attempt to resolve conflicts, 
for example, by reconfiguring facilities so that there is not net loss of operational 
capacity. The agents may not be able to resolve all issues, and will offer compensation 
to landowners who demonstrate a hardship from loss of facilities. 

BOQ25-17 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-02, 
FB-Response-SO-07. 

BOQ25-18 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01, FB-Response-AG-06. 

The Authority has committed to compensating landowners at a fair market value for any 
permanent takings of their land as well as any temporary or permanent losses of income 
they may experience. During the land acquisition phase, each landowner will have the 
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BOQ25-18 

ability to discuss the impacts from the HST with the Authority’s right-of-way agent so that 
fair compensation for impacts to their property can be made. The Authority is proposing 
to work with businesses that are losing their wastewater land to help them get new land 
permitted to account for the land that they lost from the HST alignment. 

BOQ25-19 

Refer to Master Response #73. 

As stated in Section 3.14.6 of the EIR/EIS, the Authority will assign a representative to 
act as a single point of contact to assist each confined animal facility owner during the 
process of obtaining new or amended permits or other regulatory compliance necessary 
to the continued operation or relocation of the facility. The Authority will consider and 
may provide compensation when acquisition of a confined animal site would either 
require relocation of the facility or amendment of its existing regulatory permits. 

BQ025-20 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03, FB-Response-TR-02, FB-Response- 
AG-02. 

The project will result in increased travel time for the Gaspar Dairy, but access will be 
maintained. During the right-of-way process, a private overcrossing or undercrossing will 
be provided, as described in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Section 3.12.11, 
Mitigation Measure SO-4: Provide access modifications to affected farmlands. 

For the economic impacts on the dairy, please see Section 3.12.8, Impact SO #15 - 
Economic Effect on Agriculture. This section discusses the impacts that road closures 
may have on agricultural operations, the increased costs to operations, and increased 
difficulties in moving workers and equipment to the fields. 

BOQ25-21 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-OI. 

Throughout the establishment and offer of just compensation for affected properties, the 


BOQ25-21 

Authority is required to consider all the relevant valuation information and suggested 
modifications provided by property owners. This is stated in the Uniform Act §24.102(f): 
During the negotiation to establish the offer of just compensation, including the payment 
of incidental expenses, the owner shall be given reasonable opportunity to consider the 
offer and present material which the owner believes is relevant to determining the value 
of the property and to suggest modification in the proposed term and conditions of the 
purchase. 

BOQ25-22 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03. 

BOQ25-23 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-TR-02, FB-Response-S&S-OI, FB- 
Response-AG-02. 

As the comment states, Circle T Ranch vehicles may have to use SR-43 to move 
farming implements. During the growing and harvesting seasons, the movement of large 
agricultural implements (i.e. tractors, combines, mechanical picking equipment etc.) is 
already occurring on SR-43 and the facility has been designed to accommodate such 
equipment. This would add new periodic trips involving slow moving vehicles, but the 
farm vehicle trips would be occasional as well as seasonal, and is not considered a 
substantial change in traffic from existing conditions. Per California Vehicle Code (CVC) 
Sections 36000 - 36800, farm equipment (or "implements of husbandry") have certain 
exemptions that would allow use on state facilities. Depending on the vehicle and trip, a 
permit may be required. 

BOQ25-24 

All roadways will be constructed in accordance with the appropriate jurisdiction (City, 
County, Caltrans, etc.) design and safety requirements. 

As indicated in Chapter 2 (Alternatives), road overcrossings in rural portions of the 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section would be designed in accordance with county standards 
that take into account the movement of large farm equipment. Overcrossings would 
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BOQ25-24 

have two 12-foot wide lanes. Depending on average daily traffic (ADT) volumes, the 
shoulders would be 4 to 8 feet wide. Therefore, the paved surface for vehicles would be 
32 to 40 feet wide. Most farm equipment would be able to travel within one lane, 
possibly overlapping onto the adjacent shoulder. Particularly large equipment may be so 
wide that it would cross over the centerline even when using the shoulder of the 
roadway. Oversized loads require Caltrans permits, and are subject to operating 
restrictions and lighting/signage requirements. Because of the width of the 
overcrossings and motor vehicle requirements for oversized loads, the effects on motor 
vehicle safety from the movement of farm equipment on overcrossings would have 
negligible intensity under NEPA and impacts would be less than significant under 
CEQA. 

BOQ25-25 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03. 

BOQ25-26 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties, 
as long as sufficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall 
environmental impact. This requirement to provide sufficient information applies to any 
EIR/EIS, whether characterized as a “program” document or a “project” document. For 
example, CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states: 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision 
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes 
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a 
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed 
in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make 
an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement 
among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, 
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure. 

Impacts to agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the 


BOQ25-26 

EIR/EIS, and impacts to agricultural operations are described in Section 3.12, 
Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. Additional 
information on impacts to confined animal operations are provided in Appendix 3.14-B. 
The analysis in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an 
understanding of the nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project to agriculture. 
The EIR/EIS analyzes all phases of the project, as required by Section 15126 of the 
CEQA Guidelines, and provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section 
15126.2 of the CEQA Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact on every farm 
crossed by project alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the 
environmental document longer, more complex, and less readable without adding 
information necessary to characterize the extent and severity of the impact. 

BOQ25-27 

Kent Avenue is proposed to cross under the HST alignment, but access to Lakeside 
Cemetery would remain along the existing Kent Avenue right-of-way spur, ending at the 
cemetery. 

BOQ25-28 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-03. 

BOQ25-29 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

The Authority appreciates the information provided by CCHSRA, and it has been 
included in the administrative record of the EIR/EIS for decision-makers and the public 
to review. 

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties, 
as long as sufficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall 
environmental impact. This requirement to provide sufficient information applies to any 
EIR/EIS, whether characterized as a “program” document or a “project” document. For 
example, CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states: 
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BOQ25-29 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision 
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes 
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a 
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed 
in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make 
an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement 
among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, 
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure. 

Impacts on agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the 
EIR/EIS, and impacts ON agricultural operations are described in Section 3.12, 
Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. The analysis 
in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an understanding of the 
nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project on agriculture. The EIR/EIS analyzes 
all phases of the project as required by Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines and 
provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section 15126.2 of the CEQA 
Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact on every farm crossed by project 
alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the environmental document 
longer, more complex, and less readable without adding information necessary to 
characterize the extent and severity of the impact. 

BQ025-30 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

The Authority appreciates the information provided by CCHSRA and it has been 
included in the administrative record of the EIR/EIS for decision-makers and the public 
to review. 

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties, 
as long as sufficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall 
environmental impact. This requirement to provide sufficient information applies to any 
EIR/EIS, whether characterized as a “program” document or a “project” document. For 
example, CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states: 


BQ025-30 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision 
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes 
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a 
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed 
in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make 
an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement 
among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, 
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure. 

Impacts on agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the 
EIR/EIS, and impacts on agricultural operations are described in Section 3.12, 
Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. The analysis 
in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an understanding of the 
nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project on agriculture. The EIR/EIS analyzes 
all phases of the project as required by Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines and 
provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section 15126.2 of the CEQA 
Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact on every farm crossed by project 
alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the environmental document 
longer, more complex, and less readable without adding information necessary to 
characterize the extent and severity of the impact. 

BOQ25-31 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

The Authority appreciates the information provided by CCHSRA and it has been 
included in the administrative record of the EIR/EIS for decision-makers and the public 
to review. 

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties, 
as long as sufficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall 
environmental impact. This requirement to provide sufficient information applies to any 
EIR/EIS, whether characterized as a “program” document or a “project” document. For 
example, CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states: 
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BOQ25-31 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision 
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes 
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a 
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed 
in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make 
an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement 
among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, 
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure. 

Impacts on agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the 
EIR/EIS, and impacts to agricultural operations are described in Section 3.12, 
Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. The analysis 
in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an understanding of the 
nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project on agriculture. The EIR/EIS analyzes 
all phases of the project as required by Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines and 
provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section 15126.2 of the CEQA 
Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact on every farm crossed by project 
alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the environmental document 
longer, more complex, and less readable without adding information necessary to 
characterize the extent and severity of the impact. 

BOQ25-32 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-04, FB-Response-GENERAL-01. 

The Authority appreciates the information provided by CCHSRA and it has been 
included in the administrative record of the EIR/EIS for decision-makers and the public 
to review. 

Neither CEQA nor NEPA mandates the disclosure of impacts on individual properties, 
as long as sufficient information is provided to adequately characterize the overall 
environmental impact. This requirement to provide sufficient information applies to any 
EIR/EIS, whether characterized as a “program” document or a “project” document. For 
example, CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states: 


BOQ25-32 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision 
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes 
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a 
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed 
in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make 
an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement 
among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, 
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure. 

Impacts on agricultural land are described in Section 3.14, Agricultural Lands, of the 
EIR/EIS, and impacts to agricultural operations are described in Section 3.12, 
Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice, of the EIR/EIS. Additional 
information on project impacts on confined-animal facilities is provided in Appendix 3.14- 
B. The analysis in the EIR/EIS provides decision-makers and the public with an 
understanding of the nature and magnitude of the impacts of the project on agriculture. 
The EIR/EIS analyzes all phases of the project as required by Section 15126 of the 
CEQA Guidelines and provides the analysis of significant impacts required by Section 
15126.2 of the CEQA Guidelines. Enumerating each specific impact on every farm 
crossed by project alternatives is not reasonable because it would make the 
environmental document longer, more complex, and less readable without adding 
information necessary to characterize the extent and severity of the impact. 
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To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Date: 


Frank Oliveira 



Re: REQUEST TO MEET 

Wednesday, October 10, 2012 3:52:31 PM 


Dear Mr. Valenstein, 

We have not heard back from you about our demand to meet with you and your staff about our various National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) complaints pertaining to the California High-Speed Train (HST) Project. 


This letter is not about our concerns regarding the project design; those will be taken up in the comments we will be 
submitting in the course of the public comment period. Rather, the purpose of this letter is to express our objection to a 
situation that is preventing us and other members of the public from adequately reviewing those design issues and 
participating in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) review process. 


We have also notified your agent, the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority), about the same issues. The 
Authority has also not satisfied our NEPA complaints or adequately explained them away. The Authority has actually made 
the decision to not allow the public to fully participate in the EIS review process. 


The “Technical Reports” are clearly incorporated into the Fresno to Bakersfield HST EIS. As you know, the Technical 
Reports explain how the EIS assumptions were developed. This is key to understanding the EIS. 


The Authority has not released the Technical Reports to the public for review in public places or in the languages spoken in 
this region. The Technical Reports are and have been available on the Authority’s web site; however, access to the 
Authority’s web site requires access to a computer, reliable high-speed internet and the skill to use both. Members of the 
public are not mandated by NEPA to possess these resources or skills to participate in the EIS process. 


We base our Technical Report access complaint on the following provision of US Code. 


Title 40: Protection of Environment 


CHAPTER V: COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
PART 1502: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 


1502.21 - Incorporation by reference. Agencies shall incorporate material into an environmental impact statement by 
reference when the effect will be to cut down on bulk without impeding agency and pu blic review of the action. T he 
incorporated material shall be cited in the statement and its content brie fly described, j o material may be incorporated by 
reference unless it is reasonably available for inspection by potentially interested persons within the time allowed for 
MSfflBHW Material based on proprietary data which is itself not available for review and comment shall not be incorporated 
by reference. 


1502.21 appears to be clear. Make the Technical Reports reasonably available for inspection by potentially interested 
persons within the time allowed for comment. 


The Technical Reports are incorporated into the EIS and we (the public) have advised you and the Authority that we want to 
review them so that we can make meaningful comments about the EIS during this review period. We are demanding that 
the Technical Reports be released for public review, in public places, during reasonable hours, in the languages spoken in 
this EIS section. We also demand adequate time to review all of the documents and to make appropriate comments. 


Our position is consistent with the public participation component of the Authority's recently adopted NEPA Environmental 
Justice (EJ) policy. We assume that the Authority’s policy was a by-product of a requirement by the FRA, that the Authority 
adopt such a policy in order to comply with US Code. Before the Authority’s adoption of their new NEPA EJ policy, the 
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BO026-21 

I Authority was notorious for advising local governments and the public that they were not required to comply with NEPA. 

| Both you and I know that they were wrong and the Authority is here doing it again. 


BO026-3 


Unfortunately, the Authority has corresponded back to us reflecting that they are not going to release to the public the 
Technical Reports. Their explanation for not releasing the documents for public review, in public places, is based on the 
documents being available on their website. They cite the following US Code which does not waive their responsibilities to 
comply with 40 CFR 1502.21, in this circumstance. 


Title 40: Protection of Environment 

CHAPTER V: COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

PART 1502: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

1502.24 - Methodology and scientific accuracy. 

Agencies shall insure the professional integrity, including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in 
environmental impact statements. They shall identify any methodologies used and shall make explicit reference by footnote 
to the scientific and other sources relied upon for conclusions in the statement. An agency may place discussion of 
methodology in an appendix. 


BO026-4 


We are not going to turn loose of this matter because we are going to receive our federal due process. If your agent will 
not comply with US Code, we expect that you will intervene as the designated Lead NEPA Official in this project. 


We have being trying to address this matter with you and your agent for almost two months. We have advised you and 
your agent about this matter verbally and in writing. We believe that no one is going to believe that you or your agent was 
not aware of this problem. 


If you will not comply with US Code, we suspect that you, Ms. Hurd and Ms. Perez will be explaining your failure to protect 
our federal due process in a formal court setting in the future. This matter may be inconvenient but it is non-complex and is 
easily correctable, now. 


1- Release the Technical Reports to the public as described and extend the EIS review period to allow an adequate review 
and comment of the documents used to formulate the EIS. This is a reasonable demand. This project will have huge 
impacts to our community and to our private property. We are still US Citizens and we are still protected by US law. 


Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair 

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability 

559-469-6685 

On Sep 23, 2012, at 06:07 PM, "Frank Oliveira" <frank.oliveira@me.com> wrote: 

Dear Mr. Valenstein, 

Your email response is inadequate. 


BO026-5 


We reported to Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you, very specific National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
Environmental Justice (EJ) due process complaints and your email response does not even acknowledged 
our complaints are being evaluated or moves us closer to meeting face to face to discuss the matter. 


In keeping with professional niceties, thank you for replying to our last communication. We are relieved 
you have reported to us the Federal Rail Administration (FRA) has "confirmed" the Technical Reports that 
we inquired about have been available on the California High-Speed Rail Authority's (Authority's) website 
since July 16, 2012, at http://www.cahiqhspeedrail.ca.qov/revised-draft-eir-f-b-.aspx . 


We do not understand what relevance the FRA's confirmation brings to the resolution of our complaint. If 
you remember, we already publicly and personally noticed you that the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) Technical Reports were on the Authority's website. We did that on August 29, 2012, when we all 
were together in Fresno, CA, almost a month ago. This video Link may help refresh your memory 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OVUxdzOHCCO&feature=youtube odata player (skip to the 8-minute 
mark on the video). 


Thank you for letting us know we were not confused or wrong when we told Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you, 
that the Technical Reports are posted on the Authority's website. The problem is that, that was not our 
complaint and we still do not know what you and the FRA is doing about our reported complaints. 


We thank you for remaining willing to speak with us about your responsibilities within the EIS process as 
the Lead NEPA Official for the FRA in the California High-Speed Train (HST) project. Your email response 
does not reflect or address anything about the following very important NEPA Environmental Justice (EJ) 
complaints we also reported to Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you, on August 29, 2012 (please refer to the 
same video link to refresh your memory). 


2- Re-release the EIS for public review, in public places, that are actually open to the public and in the languages spoken in 
this area. Again, this is a reasonable demand because this project will have huge impacts to our community and to our 
private property. Again, we are still US Citizens and we are still protected by US law. 


3- Schedule a face to face meeting with us now because your agent is continuing to violate our federal due process rights 
on your behalf. That directs us to address this matter with you or your superiors. This is also a reasonable demand. Once 
again, this project will have huge impacts to our community and to our private property. Once again, we are still US 
Citizens and we are still protected by US law. 


Who is your supervisor? We have already asked you to elevate this matter above your level if this is beyond your level of 
authority. We have not heard back from you, make decision, take action. 


Sincerely, 


Our reported NEPA-EJ Complaints: 

1- 1- 14,000-pages of the EIS Technical Reports still have not been released by the FRA, for the public to 
review on CD-ROMs or at public review sites in the communities. The Technical Reports are not with the 
public review site and CD-ROM copies of the 4,800-page EIS but the Technical Reports are clearly a part 
of the EIS because the EIS repeatedly references to the Technical Reports throughout the EIS document 
that was released to the public. It has almost been a month since we advised Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and 
you about the problem and nothing has changed, the Technical Reports are still missing from public 
review sites and CD-ROM's. 


We are sure that Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you, know that reviewing the Technical Reports that are 
identified by the EIS explain how the 4,800-page EIS assumptions were developed and is the only way 
that a common person in the public can really understand the EIS. This is especially true when the EIS 
assumptions differ from the public's perception of the real world situation on the ground. 


Assuming the failure to release Technical Reports on the CD-ROMs and to the public review sites was an 
honest oversight on the part of the FRA, the documents should have been released to the public once the 
problem was discovered. The public should be given adequate time to review and evaluate the Technical 
Report data in relation to what was already released in the EIS to formulate relevant EIS comments 
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BO026-6 


during this review period. This appears to be a simple matter of due process. BO026-7 


By failing to take action and ignoring this good faith complaint to allow the FRA an opportunity to fix the 
problem, it seems to appear that you-Mr. Valenstein, your associates and the FRA are intentionally trying 
to prevent the public from participating meaningfully in the EIS process and you and the FRA are 
knowingly denying us our due process. You can fix this. 


As things stand today, the FRA has left the public to investigate the EIS in cyber-space on their own 
accord without direction to do so or any accommodations. The FRA appears to be requiring the public at 
large to have ready access to computers with high-speed internet connections and an investigative where 
with all, to actually participate in the EIS process. The fact is that we all do not own computers with high¬ 
speed internet because as you know, we live in a very rural location and when did being a member of the 
public require computer access. 


This situation is starting to appear to not be an accidental oversight and it actually is your intent Mr. 
Valenstein and the intent of the FRA to prevent US Citizens in the Central Valley from receiving our due 
process to participate meaningfully in this process. This process will shortly force more than a thousand 
US Citizens to surrender their personal private property to you under the color of the authority of the US 
Government. That is a very serious matter, you should do it correctly. 


When are we going to meet? It will take us four to six hours to drive to Sacramento; we figure it would 
take you about the same amount of time to get there. Please stop the EIS review period immediately 
until this is resolved. 


If you are no longer the responsible Lead NEPA Official for the HST project and are still employed by the 
FRA, please immediately direct us to the correct person within the FRA and elevate the matter. 


Sincerely, 

Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair 

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability 

559-469-6685 Cell/Text 
frank.oliveira@me.com 

On Sep 21, 2012, at 06:58 AM, david.valenstein@dot.gov wrote: 


If our assessment is wrong, please clarify things for us. We have been trying to clarify things for you. 
Let's meet. 


2- 2- The EIS released on-line, on CD-ROM and the documents released to the public review sites, along with 
the on-line Technical Reports are available only in the English language. We notified you also in good 
faith about that problem on August 28, 2012, in Hanford, CA, and on the following day in Fresno (please 
refer to the same video link to refresh your memory). 


By releasing the EIS review documents only in the English language, you are clearly disenfranchising the 
people in our local community that speak primarily Spanish, Portuguese, Hmong and Dutch, from 
participating in the EIS process. We have good size populations in our area that speak those languages. 


Your failure to not release EIS documentation in the predominate languages spoken in our region after 
being noticed about the problem also smacks of your knowingly planning to deny US Citizens in our region 
their due process. We believe the FRA has access to 2010 US Census data. 


Mr. Valenstein, Ms. Hurd and Ms. Perez, comply with the Environmental Justice requirements of the 
National Environmental Policy Act or just tell us that the public safeguards reflected in NEPA do not apply 
to US Citizens living between Fresno and Bakersfield, in California. If you cannot do one or the other, it is 
time for all of you to resign. 


Withdraw the EIS immediately; re-release it with all of the documents in formats that can be easily used 
by the public at large and give the public an adequate amount of time to review and comment on the 
matter. I think that, that would be the common person's solution to the problem and would reflect due 
diligence on your part and on the part of the FRA. 


We did not create this problem, the FRA created the problem by not providing enough supervision of your 
agent, the Authority. The Authority has not protected the FRA's or the local public's interest. Fix the 
problem, they have not. 


Dear Mr. Oliveira: 


Thank you for your email. FRA has confirmed that the Technical Reports you 
inquired about have been available on the California High Speed Rail Authority's 
website since J uly 16, 2012. They can be found under the heading "Technical 
Reports" at the following location: http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/revised- 
draft-eir-f-b.aspx . 


We remain willing to speak with you should you wish to arrange a time for a 
conversation. 


Sincerely, 


David Valenstein 


From: Frank Oliveira [mailto:frank.oliveira@me.com] 

Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 5:23 PM 
To: Valenstein, David (FRA) 

Cc: Hurd, Kathryn (FRA); Perez-Arrieta, Stephanie (FRA); afukuda77@gmail.com; 

dgomez@hsr.ca.gov 

Subject: Re: REQUEST TO MEET 


Dear Mr. Valenstein, 

Thank you for your response and invitation to communicate by telephone. 
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We understand what you are communicating to us about the EIS process being 
designed to receive written and verbal comments from the public. Thank you 
for your encouragement to us to continue in that process. 


Unfortunately, that process is not what we are actually discussing here and 
perhaps I must have been unclear in my previous communications to you. I 
must apologize. 


What we have advised you is that the CHSRA has withheld 14,000-pages of 
Technical Reports (support documents) that should have been released with 
the EIS. We more or less personally provided you with an inventory of those 
reports on August 29, 2012, in Fresno, California. 


Those documents are referred to as the supporting information to refer too 
inside the EIS documents that the CHSRA did release to the public for review 
and comment during this EIS comment period. Please visualize giving the 
public two pieces of bread without anything between the slices but a store 
coupon for a mystery store determined filler product and calling it a sandwich. 


Those documents explain how and why the CHSRA developed the EIS 
assumptions that we are commenting about and are critical for people to read 
to understand the EIS. 


Since the CHSRA has withheld those documents, it is impossible to expect a 
common person to actually understand and comment meaningfully about any 
content in those documents during the EIS process. People cannot comment 
on something that they are being prevented from understanding. 


What we have also advised you that withholding data from the public appears 
to be counter to the elements of early meaningful public participation 
guaranteed by NEPA and by CHSRA's own NEPA Environmental J ustice 
compliance policy. 


We are not speaking about impacts reflected in the EIS caused by something 
denoted in CHSRA's high-speed train program design plan. 


We are speaking about a violation of our due process to participate 
meaningfully in the process pursuant to NEPA. CHSRA has failed to do their 
due diligence either intentionally or unintentional. Either way, the problem 
exists and needs to be corrected. 


CHSRA is aware of the problem and has done nothing to correct the problem of 
withholding the documents from public review. They have not released the 
documents in a format for public consumption. They have wasted two months 
of public review time. 


We are not talking about a specific project impact which would be addressed 
through the avenue that you suggested we use to address this matter. 


We are discussing the due process violation of thousands upon thousands of 
real breathing US citizens at the hands of your state agent on behalf of the 
Federal Rail Authority (FRA). 


NEPA is a federal matter and the FRA is the lead federal agency involved and 
you clearly are the Responsible NEPA Official according to the EIS documents. 
We need you and the FRA to step up and fulfill your oversight responsibilities. 


The state as your agent has failed the FRA and the public on this matter. 


In the past, the CHSRA has advised us that the local government and the 
public involvementvsafeguards reflected in NEPA did not apply to them. Well, 
as you know, they do. We may be annoying but we have tried to clean these 
loose ends up with the CHSRA as things have progressed and they in the end 
still put out a poor quality product, not us. The local governments and public 
input in this project has for the most part been ignored by the CHSRA and our 
due process is being violated. 


We did not create this process or problem, CHSRA did. Remember that in our 
dealings. We have no control over the project work product decisions and 
timetable decisions. 


We have operated in good faith on this matter with all parties and identified the 
problem, advised the FRA, advised the CHSRA and you personally about the 
problem. Mr. J eff Morales/CEO, at the CHSRA, is also aware about the 
problem. 


The problem is easily resolved and within the power of CHSRA and/or the FRA 
to resolve. We understand that it will be inconvienant to correct this problem 
but it is the right thing to do. 


Knowing what you know now, are you and your agency going to do your due 
diligence or are you also going to take the position that NEPA compliance and 
reasonable business practice is not required in this federally funded and 
federally overseen project. 
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When can we meet to discuss how the FRA is going to release the missing 
14,000-pages of information for public review with an adequate/reasonable 
amount of extended review time for the public to participate? Another option 
would be to just rescind the EIS completely until your state agent gets it right. 


We should meet in person to discuss these things. It is important and 
reasonable given the circumstances. 


We are okay with the CHSRA and anyone else you wish to be at the meeting 
being involved in the meeting. We will have several of our people also at the 
meeting. 


We are pretty sure that the CHSRA also failed to do their same due diligence in 
the EIS section north of us. 


We are looking forward to hearing back from you and working with you and 
your staff. 


Sincerely, 


Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair 

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability 

559-469-6685 Cell/Text 

frank.oliveira@me.com 


On Sep 17, 2012, at 11:36, david.valenstein@dot.gov wrote: 

Dear Mr. Oliveira: 


Thank you for your message. As you may be aware, the public comment period 
for the Revised Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the 
California High Speed Train (HST) Project is ongoing through October 19, 2012. 
Your comment will be included as part of the record for the EIR/EIS. A response 
to your comment will be forthcoming with the Final EIR/EIS for the Fresno to 
Bakersfield Section. 


The public participation process under the National Environmental Policy Act is 
based on formal written submissions and oral testimony at public hearings. As 
such, we encourage you to continue to submit comments for the record on the 
EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section in writing, via e-email or letter, 
through the close of the comment period on October 19, 2012. If you would 
like to elaborate on your comments in a conversation, I would be happy to 
speak with you in a telephone conference along with the California High Speed 
Rail Authority, the joint-lead agency for the HST Project. 


Sincerely, 


David Valenstein 


From: Frank Oliveira [mailto:frank.oliveira(ame.com1 
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 10:54 PM 
To: Valenstein, David (FRA) 

Cc: Hurd, Kathryn (FRA); Perez-Arrieta, Stephanie (FRA); Aaron Fukuda CCHSRA 
Subject: Fwd: REQUEST TO MEET 


Dear Mr. Valenstein, 

Attached is our request to simply participate in the planning and 
design of the California High-Speed Train project as guaranteed by 
NEPA. Please read the attachments. 


We are eager to hear back from you and to start working with you 
and your staff. 


Thank you for your consideration. 


Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair 

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Frank Oliveira" < frank.oliveira@me.com > 

Date: September 05, 2012 12:22:01 PM 

To: 

david.valenstein@dot.gov. kathryn.hurd@dot.gov.Stephanie, perez@dot.com. Aaron 

Fukuda CCHSRA < afukuda77@gmail.com > 

Subject: REQUEST TO MEET 

Dear Mr. Valenstein, 

We sort of met last week during the California High- 
Speed Rail Authority's (CHSRA) Fresno to Bakersfield 
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement (RDEIS) 
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hearings in Bakersfield, Hanford and Fresno, California, 
last week. 


I was the fellow in Fresno, at the end of the evening, 
that advised you that the CHSRA has not released more 
than 14,000-pages of Technical Reports to the public for 
review during the Fresno to Bakersfield RDEIS comment 
period. The RDEIS refers to the missing reports 
throughout its more than 4,800-pages and the reports 
explain how or why the CHSRA derived their RDEIS 
assumptions. Reviewing these reports is necessary for a 
person to meaningfully participate in the Fresno to 
Bakersfield RDEIS comment period. 


happened in the project will not go away on their own by 
CHSRA pretending they did not happen and on-going 
problems will not go away unless you take action before 
more official determinations are made. Due diligence is 
needed. If the project is to survive, it must comply with 
existing law. 


How do we go about meeting? 


Respectfully, 


I believe that we should meet outside a hearing format 
to discuss the CHSRA's Merced to Fresno 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and the 
Fresno to Bakersfield RDEIS. 


While reviewing the Fresno to Bakersfield RDEIS, we are 
easily finding issues that are in conflict with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Environmental Justice 
(EJ) policy that the CHSRA just adopted but should have 
had in place all along to have been in compliance with 
Federal law. Since adopting their NEPA EJ policy, CHSRA 
has publicly stated that they have been complying with 
their NEPA EJ responsibilities/obiligations in their past 
practices but I believe you know that, that is not the 
case. 


Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair 

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail 
Accountability 

559-469-6685 Cell/Text 

frank.oliveira@me.com 


Since the RDEIS that we are reviewing is a Tiered type 
report, we looked into the Merced to Fresno FEIS and 
the 2005 California Statewide Programmatic FEIS and 
discovered similiar NEPA EJ conflicts that the whole 
project is now being built upon. We believe that the fact 
that these known problems exist and are not being dealt 
with in compliance with the spirit of the law, the whole 
project will fall apart down the road if these things 
continue to be ignored. 


It is no accident that we are contacting you about this 
matter. The CHSRA RDEIS records you as the 
"Responsible NEPA Official" for the CHSRA's High-Speed 
Train project. We are also aware that you were involved 
in the 2005 California Statewide Programmatic FEIS and 
the withdrawn 2011 Draft EIS for the Fresno to 
Bakersfield section of the project. 


Last week, we, in good faith, noticed you and your 
Federal Rail Administration associates about some of the 
NEPA conflicts within the project. The NEPA conflicts are 
easy to discover. The problems that have already 
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BOQ26-1 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-27. 

BOQ26-2 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-27, 
FB-Response-SO-07. 

The Authority and FRA have undertaken substantial outreach to Environmental Justice 
communities. The Authority website has provided translated materials, and the Authority 
has offered translation services at all public meetings. The Executive Summary and 
several public educational materials regarding the Draft EIR/EIS and the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS are available in Spanish. Also, notification letters for the Draft 
EIR/EIS were sent in English and Spanish to residents, property owners, meeting 
attendees, businesses, organizations, elected officials, cities, counties, and agencies. 
Materials were not translated into Hmong, but the opportunity to provide translation 
services was made available and noticed on all public outreach/notification materials, 
and a multilingual, toll-free hotline is available for community members to obtain 
information and submit requests/comments. 

BOQ26-3 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-27. 

BOQ26-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-27, 
FB-Response-SO-07. 

The Authority and FRA remain willing to speak with the commenter should the 
commenter wish to arrange a time for a conversation. 

BOQ26-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-27, 
FB-Response-SO-07. 


BOQ26-6 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-27. 

BOQ26-7 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07, FB-Response-GENERAL-27, 
FB-Response-SO-07. 

The Authority and FRA have undertaken substantial outreach to Environmental Justice 
communities. The Authority website has provided translated materials, and the Authority 
has offered translation services at all public meetings. The Executive Summary and 
several public educational materials regarding the Draft EIR/EIS and the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS are available in Spanish. Also, notification letters for the Draft 
EIR/EIS were sent in English and Spanish to residents, property owners, meeting 
attendees, businesses, organizations, elected officials, cities, counties, and agencies. 
Materials were not translated into Hmong, but the opportunity to provide translation 
services was made available and noticed on all public outreach/notification materials, 
and a multilingual, toll-free hotline is available for community members to obtain 
information and submit requests/comments. 

The Authority and FRA remain willing to speak with the commenter should the 
commenter wish to arrange a time for a conversation. 
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From: Frank Oliveira 

To: Frank Oliveira 

Cc: Valenstein. David (FRA) : Flurd. Kathrvn (FRA) : Perez-Arrieta. Stephanie (FRA) : Aaron Fukuda CCHSRA 

Subject: Re: REQUEST TO MEET 

Date: Wednesday, October 10, 2012 3:52:31 PM 


Dear Mr. Valenstein, 

We have not heard back from you about our demand to meet with you and your staff about our various National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) complaints pertaining to the California High-Speed Train (HST) Project. 


This letter is not about our concerns regarding the project design; those will be taken up in the comments we will be 
submitting in the course of the public comment period. Rather, the purpose of this letter is to express our objection to a 
situation that is preventing us and other members of the public from adequately reviewing those design issues and 
participating in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) review process. 


We have also notified your agent, the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority), about the same issues. The 
Authority has also not satisfied our NEPA complaints or adequately explained them away. The Authority has actually made 
the decision to not allow the public to fully participate in the EIS review process. 


The “Technical Reports” are clearly incorporated into the Fresno to Bakersfield HST EIS. As you know, the Technical 
Reports explain how the EIS assumptions were developed. This is key to understanding the EIS. 


The Authority has not released the Technical Reports to the public for review in public places or in the languages spoken in 
this region. The Technical Reports are and have been available on the Authority’s web site; however, access to the 
Authority’s web site requires access to a computer, reliable high-speed internet and the skill to use both. Members of the 
public are not mandated by NEPA to possess these resources or skills to participate in the EIS process. 


We base our Technical Report access complaint on the following provision of US Code. 


Title 40: Protection of Environment 

CHAPTER V: COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

PART 1502: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

1502.21 - Incorporation by reference. Agencies shall incorporate material into an environmental impact statement by 
reference when the effect will be to cut down on bulk without impeding agency and public review of the action. The 
incorporated material shall be cited in the statement and its content briefly described. No material may be incorporated by 
reference unless it is reasonably available for inspection by potentially interested persons within the time allowed for 
comment. Material based on proprietary data which is itself not available for review and comment shall not be incorporated 
by reference. 


1502.21 appears to be clear. Make the Technical Reports reasonably available for inspection by potentially interested 
persons within the time allowed for comment. 


The Technical Reports are incorporated into the EIS and we (the public) have advised you and the Authority that we want to 
review them so that we can make meaningful comments about the EIS during this review period. We are demanding that 
the Technical Reports be released for public review, in public places, during reasonable hours, in the languages spoken in 
this EIS section. We also demand adequate time to review all of the documents and to make appropriate comments. 


Our position is consistent with the public participation component of the Authority’s recently adopted NEPA Environmental 
Justice (EJ) policy. We assume that the Authority’s policy was a by-product of a requirement by the FRA, that the Authority 
adopt such a policy in order to comply with US Code. Before the Authority’s adoption of their new NEPA EJ policy, the 


Authority was notorious for advising local governments and the public that they were not required to comply with NEPA. 
Both you and I know that they were wrong and the Authority is here doing it again. 


Unfortunately, the Authority has corresponded back to us reflecting that they are not going to release to the public the 
Technical Reports. Their explanation for not releasing the documents for public review, in public places, is based on the 
documents being available on their website. They cite the following US Code which does not waive their responsibilities to 
comply with 40 CFR 1502.21, in this circumstance. 


Title 40: Protection of Environment 

CHAPTER V: COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

PART 1502: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

1502.24 - Methodology and scientific accuracy. 

Agencies shall insure the professional integrity, including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in 
environmental impact statements. They shall identify any methodologies used and shall make explicit reference by footnote 
to the scientific and other sources relied upon for conclusions in the statement. An agency may place discussion of 
methodology in an appendix. 


We are not going to turn loose of this matter because we are going to receive our federal due process. If your agent will 
not comply with US Code, we expect that you will intervene as the designated Lead NEPA Official in this project. 


We have being trying to address this matter with you and your agent for almost two months. We have advised you and 
your agent about this matter verbally and in writing. We believe that no one is going to believe that you or your agent was 
not aware of this problem. 


If you will not comply with US Code, we suspect that you, Ms. Hurd and Ms. Perez will be explaining your failure to protect 
our federal due process in a formal court setting in the future. This matter may be inconvenient but it is non-complex and is 
easily correctable, now. 


1 - Release the Technical Reports to the public as described and extend the EIS review period to allow an adequate review 
and comment of the documents used to formulate the EIS. This is a reasonable demand. This project will have huge 
impacts to our community and to our private property. We are still US Citizens and we are still protected by US law. 


2- Re-release the EIS for public review, in public places, that are actually open to the public and in the languages spoken in 
this area. Again, this is a reasonable demand because this project will have huge impacts to our community and to our 
private property. Again, we are still US Citizens and we are still protected by US law. 


3- Schedule a face to face meeting with us now because your agent is continuing to violate our federal due process rights 
on your behalf. That directs us to address this matter with you or your superiors. This is also a reasonable demand. Once 
again, this project will have huge impacts to our community and to our private property. Once again, we are still US 
Citizens and we are still protected by US law. 


Who is your supervisor? We have already asked you to elevate this matter above your level if this is beyond your level of 
authority. We have not heard back from you, make decision, take action. 


Sincerely, 
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Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair 

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability 


559-469-6685 


On Sep 23, 2012, at 06:07 PM, "Frank Oliveira" <frank.oliveira@me.conn> wrote: 


Dear Mr. Valenstein, 

Your email response is inadequate. 


We reported to Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you, very specific National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
Environmental Justice (EJ) due process complaints and your email response does not even acknowledged 
our complaints are being evaluated or moves us closer to meeting face to face to discuss the matter. 


In keeping with professional niceties, thank you for replying to our last communication. We are relieved 
you have reported to us the Federal Rail Administration (FRA) has "confirmed" the Technical Reports that 
we inquired about have been available on the California High-Speed Rail Authority's (Authority's) website 
since July 16, 2012, at httD://www.cahiahsDeedrail.ca.aov/revised-draft-eir-f-b-.aspx . 


We do not understand what relevance the FRA's confirmation brings to the resolution of our complaint. If 
you remember, we already publicly and personally noticed vou that the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) Technical Reports were on the Authority's website. We did that on August 29, 2012, when we all 
were together in Fresno, CA, almost a month ago. This video Link may help refresh your memory 
http ://www. voutube.com/watch ?v=OVUxdzOHCCO&feature=voutu be adata player (skip to the 8-minute 
mark on the video). 


Thank you for letting us know we were not confused or wrong when we told Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you, 
that the Technical Reports are posted on the Authority's website. The problem is that, that was not our 
complaint and we still do not know what you and the FRA is doing about our reported complaints. 


We thank you for remaining willing to speak with us about your responsibilities within the EIS process as 
the Lead NEPA Official for the FRA in the California High-Speed Train (HST) project. Your email response 
does not reflect or address anything about the following very important NEPA Environmental Justice (EJ) 
complaints we also reported to Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you, on August 29, 2012 (please refer to the 
same video link to refresh your memory). 


Our reported NEPA-EJ Complaints: 

1- 1- 14,000-pages of the EIS Technical Reports still have not been released by the FRA, for the public to 
review on CD-ROMs or at public review sites in the communities. The Technical Reports are not with the 
public review site and CD-ROM copies of the 4,800-page EIS but the Technical Reports are clearly a part 
of the EIS because the EIS repeatedly references to the Technical Reports throughout the EIS document 
that was released to the public. It has almost been a month since we advised Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and 
you about the problem and nothing has changed, the Technical Reports are still missing from public 
review sites and CD-ROM's. 


We are sure that Ms. Hurd, Ms. Perez and you, know that reviewing the Technical Reports that are 
identified by the EIS explain how the 4,800-page EIS assumptions were developed and is the only way 
that a common person in the public can really understand the EIS. This is especially true when the EIS 
assumptions differ from the public's perception of the real world situation on the ground. 


Assuming the failure to release Technical Reports on the CD-ROMs and to the public review sites was an 
honest oversight on the part of the FRA, the documents should have been released to the public once the 
problem was discovered. The public should be given adequate time to review and evaluate the Technical 
Report data in relation to what was already released in the EIS to formulate relevant EIS comments 


during this review period. This appears to be a simple matter of due process. 


By failing to take action and ignoring this good faith complaint to allow the FRA an opportunity to fix the 
problem, it seems to appear that you-Mr. Valenstein, your associates and the FRA are intentionally trying 
to prevent the public from participating meaningfully in the EIS process and you and the FRA are 
knowingly denying us our due process. You can fix this. 


As things stand today, the FRA has left the public to investigate the EIS in cyber-space on their own 
accord without direction to do so or any accommodations. The FRA appears to be requiring the public at 
large to have ready access to computers with high-speed internet connections and an investigative where 
with all, to actually participate in the EIS process. The fact is that we all do not own computers with high¬ 
speed internet because as you know, we live in a very rural location and when did being a member of the 
public require computer access. 


This situation is starting to appear to not be an accidental oversight and it actually is your intent Mr. 
Valenstein and the intent of the FRA to prevent US Citizens in the Central Valley from receiving our due 
process to participate meaningfully in this process. This process will shortly force more than a thousand 
US Citizens to surrender their personal private property to you under the color of the authority of the US 
Government. That is a very serious matter, you should do it correctly. 


If our assessment is wrong, please clarify things for us. We have been trying to clarify things for you. 
Let's meet. 


2- 2- The EIS released on-line, on CD-ROM and the documents released to the public review sites, along with 
the on-line Technical Reports are available only in the English language. We notified you also in good 
faith about that problem on August 28, 2012, in Hanford, CA, and on the following day in Fresno (please 
refer to the same video link to refresh your memory). 


By releasing the EIS review documents only in the English language, you are clearly disenfranchising the 
people in our local community that speak primarily Spanish, Portuguese, Hmong and Dutch, from 
participating in the EIS process. We have good size populations in our area that speak those languages. 


Your failure to not release EIS documentation in the predominate languages spoken in our region after 
being noticed about the problem also smacks of your knowingly planning to deny US Citizens in our region 
their due process. We believe the FRA has access to 2010 US Census data. 


Mr. Valenstein, Ms. Hurd and Ms. Perez, comply with the Environmental Justice requirements of the 
National Environmental Policy Act or just tell us that the public safeguards reflected in NEPA do not apply 
to US Citizens living between Fresno and Bakersfield, in California. If you cannot do one or the other, it is 
time for all of you to resign. 


Withdraw the EIS immediately; re-release it with all of the documents in formats that can be easily used 
by the public at large and give the public an adequate amount of time to review and comment on the 
matter. I think that, that would be the common person's solution to the problem and would reflect due 
diligence on your part and on the part of the FRA. 


We did not create this problem, the FRA created the problem by not providing enough supervision of your 
agent, the Authority. The Authority has not protected the FRA's or the local public's interest. Fix the 
problem, they have not. 
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When are we going to meet? It will take us four to six hours to drive to Sacramento; we figure it would 
take you about the same amount of time to get there. Please stop the EIS review period immediately 
until this is resolved. 



We understand what you are communicating to us about the EIS process being 
designed to receive written and verbal comments from the public. Thank you 
for your encouragement to us to continue in that process. 

If you are no longer the responsible Lead NEPA Official for the HST project and are still employed by the 

FRA, please immediately direct us to the correct person within the FRA and elevate the matter. 

Sincerely, 



Unfortunately, that process is not what we are actually discussing here and 
perhaps 1 must have been unclear in my previous communications to you. 1 
must apologize. 

Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair 

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability 

559-469-6685 Cell/Text 



What we have advised you is that the CHSRA has withheld 14,000-pages of 

Technical Reports (support documents) that should have been released with 
the EIS. We more or less personally provided you with an inventory of those 
reports on August 29, 2012, in Fresno, California. 

frank.oliveira@me.com 

On Sep 21, 2012, at 06:58 AM, david.valenstein@dot.gov wrote: 

Dear Mr. Oliveira: 



Those documents are referred to as the supporting information to refer too 
inside the EIS documents that the CHSRA did release to the public for review 
and comment during this EIS comment period. Please visualize giving the 
public two pieces of bread without anything between the slices but a store 
coupon for a mystery store determined filler product and calling it a sandwich. 

Thank you for your email. FRA has confirmed that the Technical Reports you 
inquired about have been available on the California High Speed Rail Authority's 
website since J uly 16, 2012. They can be found under the heading "Technical 

Reports" at the followina location: http://www.cahiahspeedrail.ca.aov/revised- 
draft-eir-f-b.aspx. 



Those documents explain how and why the CHSRA developed the EIS 
assumptions that we are commenting about and are critical for people to read 
to understand the EIS. 

We remain willing to speak with you should you wish to arrange a time for a 
conversation. 



Since the CHSRA has withheld those documents, it is impossible to expect a 
common person to actually understand and comment meaningfully about any 
content in those documents during the EIS process. People cannot comment 
on something that they are being prevented from understanding. 

Sincerely, 

David Valenstein 



What we have also advised you that withholding data from the public appears 
to be counter to the elements of early meaningful public participation 
guaranteed by NEPA and by CHSRA's own NEPA Environmental Justice 
compliance policy. 




We are not speaking about impacts reflected in the EIS caused by something 
denoted in CHSRA's high-speed train program design plan. 

From: Frank Oliveira [mailto:frank.oliveira@me.com] 

Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 5:23 PM 

To: Valenstein, David (FRA) 

Cc: Hurd, Kathryn (FRA); Perez-Arrieta, Stephanie (FRA); afukuda77@gmail.com; 
dgomez@hsr.ca.gov 

Subject: Re: REQUEST TO MEET 



We are speaking about a violation of our due process to participate 
meaningfully in the process pursuant to NEPA. CHSRA has failed to do their 
due diligence either intentionally or unintentional. Either way, the problem 
exists and needs to be corrected. 

Dear Mr. Valenstein, 

Thank you for your response and invitation to communicate by telephone. 



CHSRA is aware of the problem and has done nothing to correct the problem of 
withholding the documents from public review. They have not released the 
documents in a format for public consumption. They have wasted two months 
of public review time. 
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We are not talking about a specific project impact which would be addressed 
through the avenue that you suggested we use to address this matter. 


We are discussing the due process violation of thousands upon thousands of 
real breathing US citizens at the hands of your state agent on behalf of the 
Federal Rail Authority (FRA). 


NEPA is a federal matter and the FRA is the lead federal agency involved and 
you clearly are the Responsible NEPA Official according to the EIS documents. 
We need you and the FRA to step up and fulfill your oversight responsibilities. 


The state as your agent has failed the FRA and the public on this matter. 


In the past, the CFISRA has advised us that the local government and the 
public involvementvsafeguards reflected in NEPA did not apply to them. Well, 
as you know, they do. We may be annoying but we have tried to clean these 
loose ends up with the CFISRA as things have progressed and they in the end 
still put out a poor quality product, not us. The local governments and public 
input in this project has for the most part been ignored by the CFISRA and our 
due process is being violated. 


We did not create this process or problem, CFISRA did. Remember that in our 
dealings. We have no control over the project work product decisions and 
timetable decisions. 


We have operated in good faith on this matter with all parties and identified the 
problem, advised the FRA, advised the CFISRA and you personally about the 
problem. Mr. J eff Morales/CEO, at the CFISRA, is also aware about the 
problem. 


The problem is easily resolved and within the power of CFISRA and/or the FRA 
to resolve. We understand that it will be inconvienant to correct this problem 
but it is the right thing to do. 


Knowing what you know now, are you and your agency going to do your due 
diligence or are you also going to take the position that NEPA compliance and 
reasonable business practice is not required in this federally funded and 
federally overseen project. 


When can we meet to discuss how the FRA is going to release the missing 
14,000-pages of information for public review with an adequate/reasonable 
amount of extended review time for the public to participate? Another option 
would be to just rescind the EIS completely until your state agent gets it right. 


We should meet in person to discuss these things. It is important and 
reasonable given the circumstances. 


We are okay with the CFISRA and anyone else you wish to be at the meeting 
being involved in the meeting. We will have several of our people also at the 
meeting. 


We are pretty sure that the CFISRA also failed to do their same due diligence in 
the EIS section north of us. 


We are looking forward to hearing back from you and working with you and 
your staff. 


Sincerely, 


Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair 

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability 

559-469-6685 Cell/Text 

frank.oliveira@me.com 


On Sep 17, 2012, at 11:36, david.valenstein@dot.gov wrote: 
Dear Mr. Oliveira: 


Thank you for your message. As you may be aware, the public comment period 
for the Revised Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the 
California High Speed Train (HST) Project is ongoing through October 19, 2012. 
Your comment will be included as part of the record for the EIR/EIS. A response 
to your comment will be forthcoming with the Final EIR/EIS for the Fresno to 
Bakersfield Section. 
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The public participation process under the National Environmental Policy Act is 
based on formal written submissions and oral testimony at public hearings. As 
such, we encourage you to continue to submit comments for the record on the 
EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section in writing, via e-email or letter, 
through the close of the comment period on October 19, 2012. If you would 
like to elaborate on your comments in a conversation, I would be happy to 
speak with you in a telephone conference along with the California High Speed 
Rail Authority, the joint-lead agency for the HST Project. 


Sincerely, 


David Valenstein 


From: Frank Oliveira fmailto:frank.oliveira@me.com1 
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 10:54 PM 
To: Valenstein, David (FRA) 

Cc: Hurd, Kathryn (FRA); Perez-Arrieta, Stephanie (FRA); Aaron Fukuda CCHSRA 
Subject: Fwd: REQUEST TO MEET 


Dear Mr. Valenstein, 

Attached is our request to simply participate in the planning and 
design of the California High-Speed Train project as guaranteed by 
NEPA. Please read the attachments. 


hearings in Bakersfield, Hanford and Fresno, California, 
last week. 


I was the fellow in Fresno, at the end of the evening, 
that advised you that the CHSRA has not released more 
than 14,000-pages of Technical Reports to the public for 
review during the Fresno to Bakersfield RDEIS comment 
period. The RDEIS refers to the missing reports 
throughout its more than 4,800-pages and the reports 
explain how or why the CHSRA derived their RDEIS 
assumptions. Reviewing these reports is necessary for a 
person to meaningfully participate in the Fresno to 
Bakersfield RDEIS comment period. 


I believe that we should meet outside a hearing format 
to discuss the CHSRA's Merced to Fresno 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and the 
Fresno to Bakersfield RDEIS. 


While reviewing the Fresno to Bakersfield RDEIS, we are 
easily finding issues that are in conflict with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Environmental Justice 
(EJ) policy that the CHSRA just adopted but should have 
had in place all along to have been in compliance with 
Federal law. Since adopting their NEPA EJ policy, CHSRA 
has publicly stated that they have been complying with 
their NEPA EJ responsibilities/obiligations in their past 
practices but I believe you know that, that is not the 
case. 


We are eager to hear back from you and to start working with you 
and your staff. 


Thank you for your consideration. 


Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair 

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail Accountability 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Frank Oliveira" < frank.oliveira®me.com > 

Date: September 05, 2012 12:22:01 PM 

To: 

david. valenstein® dot.gov. kathryn.hurd@dot.gov.Stephanie, perez® dot.com. Aaron 

Fukuda CCHSRA < afukuda77®gmail.com > 

Subject: REQUEST TO MEET 

Dear Mr. Valenstein, 

We sort of met last week during the California High- 
Speed Rail Authority's (CHSRA) Fresno to Bakersfield 
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement (RDEIS) 


Since the RDEIS that we are reviewing is a Tiered type 
report, we looked into the Merced to Fresno FEIS and 
the 2005 California Statewide Programmatic FEIS and 
discovered similiar NEPA EJ conflicts that the whole 
project is now being built upon. We believe that the fact 
that these known problems exist and are not being dealt 
with in compliance with the spirit of the law, the whole 
project will fall apart down the road if these things 
continue to be ignored. 


It is no accident that we are contacting you about this 
matter. The CHSRA RDEIS records you as the 
"Responsible NEPA Official" for the CHSRA's High-Speed 
Train project. We are also aware that you were involved 
in the 2005 California Statewide Programmatic FEIS and 
the withdrawn 2011 Draft EIS for the Fresno to 
Bakersfield section of the project. 


Last week, we, in good faith, noticed you and your 
Federal Rail Administration associates about some of the 
NEPA conflicts within the project. The NEPA conflicts are 
easy to discover. The problems that have already 
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happened in the project will not go away on their own by 
CHSRA pretending they did not happen and on-going 
problems will not go away unless you take action before 
more official determinations are made. Due diligence is 
needed. If the project is to survive, it must comply with 
existing law. 


How do we go about meeting? 


Respectfully, 


Frank Oliveira, Co-Chair 

Citizens for California High-Speed Rail 
Accountability 

559-469-6685 Cell/Text 

frank.oliveira@me.com 



U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Railroad 
Administration 
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Blue 

Sky 

COVSUmNC GROUP 


I 

October 12012 

Ffesno to Bokefsffold Revised Draft ElR/SupplomenTa! DrspFt EtS Comment 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramanto, CA 95814 

Dan Richard, Chair 
Board af Directors 

California H igh-Speed Rail Autho rliy 

RE; Comment on Fresno To &okerjflelel Revised Draft EIR/S-upplomental Draft E<S 
Dear Californio High-Speed Rail Authority 

this letter submit* Qvt comments on the Revised Draft ElR/SuppI amenta! Draft EiS for lha Fretno IQ Bakersfield 
Section of the proposed Californio High-Speed Train system [DEIR/DEI5). We prepared these comments under 
contract to Wiltwer & Parkin, HP, which represents Citizen* for Californio for High Speed Rail Accountability, 

Our contract wllh Witt war A Parkin specifies that BSCG will provide an impartial and unbiased analysis of 
the DEIR/DEIS's greenhouse gas and air quality benefit projections. We conclude that the DElR/DEIS should be 
revised and recirculated, for the reasons outlined In the attached comments. 

Thanlr you far taking oar comments Into account,, and for complying with both the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) end the Nationol Environmental Policy Ad (NEFA) before proceeding with the proposed 
high-speed train prefect. 


Yours truly. 



Senior Consultant 

Blue Sky Consulting Group 

jsdiwartt@emailbluesky.com 


| 


Blue 

Skv 

J 


Comments submitted to the 
California High Speed Rail Authority 
on the Revised Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Fresno-Bakersfield Segment of the 
California High Speed Train project 


prepared for 
Wittwer & Parkin, LLP 

prepared by 

Joel Sdnwartz 
Blue Sky Consulting Group 

October 16, 2012 


CONSULTING GROUP 


Enclosure 
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This document prelaws Blue Sky Consulling Group's comments on the CoISfornia High Speed Roil Authority'? 
Revised Draft EftR/Supplemental Draft ElS [DE!R/DEl5| for the Fresno-Bakersfield segment of the proposed 
Californio High Speed Train synem. W» preporod rheie comments under contract to Witlwer & Parkin, LLP, 
which represents Citizen* for California for High Speed Roil A-eeouncobilliy- Our commenrs are focused mainly 
an She global climate change and air quality benefit projections in the DEIR/DEIS, the 2Q12 Business Plan, and 
their ajsacia re d technical reports and documentation. 

For the sake of brevity and clarity, we use the following abbreviations in our camtaenit; 

* We abbreviate ihe Revised Draft EIR/5upplemenlal Draft ElS for the Frosno-Bakersfidd segment ot 
“DEI If/DEIS" 

* We refer to the California High Speed Rail Authority as "CAHSRA." 

* The technical documents that support CAHSRA's environmental documents and Business Plans were 
produced by the consulting firms ^arsons B-rinkcrhaff and Cambridge Systematks. When we use phrases 
such as "CAHSRA's analysis af...’' It should he understood to mean analysis performed by CAHSRA 
and/or It* consultants. Citations clarify the specific document ft) to whfch we refer. 


BO027-1 


The DEIR/DEIS- includes prelections of vehicle miles traveled ]VMT] and CO? reductions due to drivers switching 
ro HSR, Below we demonstrate that, by assuming little or no improvement In fuel economy of the automobile 
fleet between now and 2035, the DElft/DElS overstates the COs reduction of HSR by a large margin. The 
201 2 Business Plan also overstates ihe COj reduction benefits of HSR, but not To the same extent as the 
DEIR/DEIS, We evaluate both estimates below. 

The analysis In this section takes CAHSRA's HSR ridership estimates as given and focuses Only on the fuel 
economy of ihe automobile travel displaced by HSR, In a later secrEon we also present evidence that CAHSRA 
overstates likely HSR ridershlp, which results in an additional overestimate of CO? reduction benefits from 
HSR, 

2012 Business Plan automobile fuel economy assumptions. To project the per-mile fuel cost for driving In 
20-35, the 2012 Business Plan assumes the fuel economy of the vehicle fleet will be somewhere between 27-$ 
mpg and 36,7 mpg.' The lower number is the U.S. Energy Information Administration's "Reference” projection, 
while the higher number ft an average of the assumption of 3 6 /s and 6Va annual growth in the fuel economy of 
new automobile*- CAHSRA's “Medium" forecast is the average of these two values, or 32,3 mpg. 

DEIR/DEIS automobile fuel economy assumptions. The DEIR/DEIS uses EMFAC 2007, the California Air 
Resources Board’s vehicle emissions model, for its projections of future fuel economy of the vehicle fleet. 2 
However, os the DElR/DEIS Itself acknowledges, "According tathe current version of EMFAC2007, future Fuel 
economy factors ore forecast to Improve only slightly between the year* 2008 and 2035. However, this 


1 Cambridge Systematic*, CaWomib High-Speed Rolf 20 i 2 Busing Finn, flidenfopaw) fl 4 v*«w Fpntmriirtp, p. 2-B. 

2 pyS/MiS, p. 3.3-14, 3.3-15, 


forecast reflects the currant version of EMFAC2Q07, which does not consider recent regulatory actions for 
Improvements in vehicle fuel economy.” 3 

The DEfR/DEIS does not appear (a state explicitly what It assumed for fuel economy of the vehicle fleet In 
2035, However, this COP be Inferred from other Information In the document. Table 3-3-15 on poge 3.3-60 of 
Ihe DEIR/DElS provides projections of Pro|ecf vs. No Project changes In total on-road vehicle milts traveled 
ijVMT) and CO? emissions In 2035 with and without ihe HSR system. Table 1 shows the statewide changes In 
VMT and CO? emissions from Table 3.3-15. The table shows the DElR/DEtS's prelection of statewide daily 
VMT In 2035 without the HSR System and with the HSR system, along with the reduction In CO? emissions due 
to the HSR system. In summarizing the CO2 emissions reduction, the DEIR/DElS averages ihe high and low 
values and converts to a daily CO? reduction ta conclude “The HST [High Speed Train] alternatives would 
reduce statewide dally roadway VMT by more than 30 million miles because of travelers using the HST rather 
than driving. This equates to approximately 15,800 tons of CO? per day.,,' rj * 


Tohle 1. CAHSRA'* Pra|etlioa af VMT In 2035 with and without the HSR System and 
CO? Redactions Due to HSR 


No Project Total 
Daily VMT 

Project Total Dally VMT 

Change in CO? 
Emissions [MMT/Year] 

1,254,608,000 

1,223,333,000 so 1,233,753,000 

-6.3 to -5.3 


Source; Table 3-3 15, p. 3.3-60 of the DEIR/DEIS 
VMT “ Vehicle Miles Traveled 
MMT - Million Metric Tons 


Table 2 provides the reduction in VMT and the reduction in CO? emissions resulting from the reduction In VMT. 
We can use these numbers !a determine what CAHSRA assumed about the overage fuel economy of the cars 
taken off the read by HSR. The left-hand column of Table 2 converts the change in daily VMT to a change in 
annual VMT. The next column repeats the annual change in CO? from Table 1. The third column, CO? emissions 
per vehicle mile. Is the ratio of Column 2 over Column 1 along with e conversion factor af 2,205 lbs./metric 
ton. We can convert lbs. of CO 3 pet mile to miles pet gallon (mpgl, knowing that burning gasoline emits 19.7 
lbs. Of CO? per gallon, 9 Tills conversion r* performed in the right-hand column of Table 2, which shows that the 
DElR/DEIS’s estimates of VMT and CO? reduction) imply o fleet.average fuel eoonamy ranging from 1 2.B 
mpg to 16,2 mpg. 

In olher words, given CAHSRA’s DEIR/DElS projections for VMT reductions and CO? reductions due to HSR, Ihe 
right-hand column- of Table 2 shows what CAHSRA implicitly assumed for the average fuel economy of the 
cars of taken off the rood due to people switching to HSR- These mpg values are well below ihe fuel economy 
of even ihe current automobile fleet, whkhhdi on average on-road fuel economy of about 21.5 mpg* much 
less lhat of the 2035 automobile fleet, which will be far mare fuel efficient. 


J D9R/D05, p. 3,3-15, 

* DE.tR/DEI5, p. 3.3-60- 

s g.S. Environmental Protection Agency, "Calculations and References," 

, accessed, on Seprember 18, 2912. Calculated bjr converting 8.92x1 0 n metric tons 
g Old In* to Ibi, ol COv per goltorl: 

^CeKrcmS, California Motor Velwde Slock, Trovet, and Fuel 1 2 * Forecast fMVSTAF F), December 201 , 


*f CO? per gallon cl 
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Table 2. Inferred Fleet-Average Autsmubile Fuel Ecen^my Assumed in Ihe DEIR/DEIS 


Change In Annual Change In Annual 

VMT [millions of COj emission! (MMT} 

miles) 

COj Emissions per 
Vehicle Mile (lbs.) 

Fleet-overage fuel 
ecouKHny 

-7,610(0-11,415 -5.3 10 -5.3 

1.54 ta 1.22 

\ 2-B fa \ 6-2 


Roollsti-C eslimole of nulomcbilo fuel economy in 2035. Tbp amount of CO2 reductions due to HSR 
displacing automobile travel in 2035 depend; on the average fuel economy of Itie VmT displaced by HSfi In 
2035. There are three reasons why actual fuel economy will be significantly higher than assumed in CaSHRA's 
2012 Business Flan and for higher than assumed in the DEER/DEIS, 

[1) Until recently, federal and Californio low required thol the fuel economy of new light-duty vehicles [cars, 
SUVs P pickup trucks, and minivans) overage at leasl 35 mpg from the 2016 model yeor onward. 7 In 
November 2011, She federal government proposed -additional Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) 
standards that would Increase rhe fleet-average mpg of new automobiles to 54.5 mpg by 2025, H These 
regulations were finalized on August 28, 2012.* 

Bated an the CAFE standards ond the predicted mix of vehicles actually purchased, the U.S. Energy 
Information Administration [EfA) predict! that the CAFE fleet-0voraga fuel economy will be 34.1 mpg for the 
2016 model year, rising to 42.6 mpg for the 2025 model year, 10 Theje mpg standards represent Ihe 
"laboratory" CAFE requirements. Fuel economy in aeluaf use wilt be lower, because the CAFE laboratory test 
does not necessarily represent the way most motorists -actually drive (heir cars. 

To derive a valid prediction of fleet-overage fuel economy in the year 2035, we pse an estimate of real- 
world fuel economy far a given CAFE standard-' * 1 * We combined this with an estimate of she “travel fraction" 
Of the vehicle fleet by model year. The travel fraction represents the fraction of total VMT accounted for by 
each model year. We use counts of how many vehicle! from each model year were driving in Los Angeles In 
20 TO os the predicted travel fraction far 2035. The on-rood vehicle fleet was relatively old in 201-0—nearly 
2 years older, an average* than the fleet on the road in 2008—presumably due to substantial reductions In 
new-cor purchases and delays in scrapping older cars during Ihe recent recession.' z Using this travel fraction 
to predict fleet-average fuel economy in 2035 therefore results in a relatively conservative prediction, since it 
includes fewer new, hlgher-mpg cars ond mare older, Ipwer-mpg than mighl actually be the case In the fulure. 
Combining the fuel economy and travel fraction values gives a fleet-average fuel economy of 38 mpg In 
2035. Details of thb calculation art provided In Append!* A. 


* ^frawTwntet 'p'rote-crlnn Agency end Nutlgnpl Highway TrofFIc Salety Administration, “201 ? and Loter Model Tear Light- 
Duty Vehicle GreeKheuHf Car Emissions end Corporate Averoge fuel Ecanomy Standards," Walk* el Prepared HHir«nakir*B, 
FedeinJ fPegustev, December 1,2011. 

» Mailonpl Highway Traffic Solely Administration, "Obama A druid htf oboe Finalizes Historic 54-5 mpg Fuel Efficiency 
Stamfords," August 20, 2012. 

"> U.5, Energy Intcrmtrlion Administration, Arviuar feevgy Outlook 20 T 2. 

1 An estimate of ln-u» fuel economy ef future automahiies Is elided in J, Wilier, Xw the New CAFE Standards De^er 
| Promised Benefit*)?" The Energy Collective, August 20, 201 2, * -accosted 

September 25, 2012. C- - - 1 w 

is Gory A Bishop, firenf Sch«hmann, and Dan Stedmcn, Mufti-speeds an.ieod ft emote Sensing of Vefi.cle fmiwan, m Van 
Nuys, Culiremia—August 20ifl, prepared lot the Notional Renewable Energy Laboratory, University al Deeper, August 2010. 


[2) Tha fleet-average fuel economy values represent a weighted average that assumes 55% of (Oral VMT is 
urban driving and 45% 1$ highway driving.' 3 However, the VMT Ihot HSR displaces will be nearly all highway 
driving, which Is metre fuel-efficient than urban driving. Thus, rhe VMT displaced by HSR will have a fuel 
economy greater than rhe3S mpg estimated above. 

[3] | In 2035, 11 model year; [2025 through 2035) will hove been built t* the mosl stringent CAFE standard. 
Based on the Travel fraction observed in ios Angeles in 2010,59% -of VMT Is driven by the newesr 11 model 
years. The next nine model years(model year! 2015-2024 in 2035) account for another 27% of total VMT, 
These model years represent the ramp-up from the 34 mpg CAFE average of 20 5 6 to the 50 mpg average 
Of 2025. This means that in 2035 relaliveEy hrgh-mpg automobile! wilt account for the v OS t ma[ariiy of total 
VMT. 

B-ut this VMT distribution by vehicle age describes the overafl on-road vehicle fleet. The VMT displaced by 
H$R Is more likely to be driven in newer-lhan-averuge automobiles—that is, automobiles built from 2025 
onward and meeting ihe most stringent CAFE requirements. This is because people who con afford to take 
business ot pleasure trips tend to have higher Incomes and wealth rhon the average person and to -Own and 
drive newer automobiles. 

Long-distance (ravel Increases with income. For example-, households with Incomes between $50,000 -and 
5100,000 take about twice as many loog-distance trips os households with Incomes below $25,000-, while 
households with incomes above $100,000 per year take 2.2 times os many Long-distance trips. 1 * 

Tn addition, business travelers have higher average Incomes than the general population. Households with 
incomes under $25,000 per year account far 21% of households, but only 6% of business trips, En contrast, 
households with incomes above $100,000 per year accOunr far only 12% of households, but far 27% of all 
business Mips . 13 

Likewise, wealthier households awn newer automobiles. In 2001, households whb incomes greater ihon 
$100*000 owned cars with an average age of about 5 years, while households with Incomes belaw $25,000 
owned cars with an average age of about 10 years. The average automobile age for oil households was 7.5 
years. 1 * 

Even for the automobile f leet as a whale, we hove seen that mO$t VMT Is driven by newer vehicles. However, 
rhe VMT displaced by HSR will be even more heavily skewed Toward the newest, mosl fuel-efficient 
automobiles. 

Using realistic automobile Fuel economy in 2035 dramatically reduces HSR's projected CO? reduction 
benefits. We showed above thol using a relatively conservative prediction of future fuel economy end o 
relatively conservative travel fraction weighted toward older cars, the average fuel economy of the on-road 
vehicle fleet in 2035 is likely to be at least 33 mpg. However, the fuel economy of the VmT displaced by HSR 
will be even higher than this, because H$H will displace (I) mo Inly highway driving, which is more fuel efficient 
than urban driving, and (2) mainly driving of newer cars meeting the most stringent CAFE standards. 


11 U.S. Erivlr«wwitol Protection Agency, Gossllne Vehicles, Learn More About the Me™- Label, 

. accessed 5epi™ib=r 22, 2012. 

1-+ U.S, Bureau ef Transportation Ssettitlci, Leng-Oistar™ Tracer by rn«"*e, Gender, and A$e, Transportation Stdiftkl Annugl 
Report, 2054, 

u u.S. Bureau of Transportation, Statistics, U.5, fewness TravtJ, October 2003. 

's u.5. Bureau of Transportation Statistics, HiuMiglhfi of tfe 200 I NafonaJ Mowctord Travel fen^y, 3003. 
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Nevertheless, te be canttcvative, ■we assume 36 mp-g far Hue fuel economy of the VMT displaced by HSB In 
2035. 

Now fhaf we hove o more realistic value for the fuel economy of the vehicle fleet in 2035, we cart re-estimate 
CO? reductions due to HSR In 2035 by taking the DEI1?/DEJS r S VMT reduction In 2035 as given and applying 
if la the more realistic 2035 fuel economy we calculated above. Bother Ihon 5,3 million to 5.3 million metric 
forts, a more realistic range for the reduction in CO? in 2035 due to drivers switching to H$ft is 1.6 million to 
2.7 million metric tons. Of 57% to 66% less than the D£I8/DEI$ claims. 17 In other words, CAHSHA's CO? 
benefit estimate is tee high by a factor of somewhere between 2.3 and 2.9. 


automobiles and we have not even accounted for the fad that the VMT displaced by H$E would be mainly 
freeway driving In newer-thon-average automobiles, bath ef which would increase fuel economy obove the 
36 mpg fleet average that we used far our tabulations. Furthermore, we have taken CAH5RA s projections af 
K$H rldership as given, Below we will present data and analysis that suggest Hie rldership projections are 
also inflated, which will diminish the projected CO? reduction benefits of HSR even further. 

The greenhouse gas reduction benefits in the DEIH/DElS, 2012 Suites! Plan, the California High-Speed Rail 
BenefiiuCad Anoiyiis, and other CAHSRA document* should be revised using a more reoFislic projection of 
ifulure fleet fuel ecaaomy. 


We note also that using the 2035 fleet fuel economy projection presented In CAHSRA’s own 2312 Business 
Plan would also diminish the CQs reduction benefits claimed in the DEIft/DElS. Using the Business Plan's 
"MediuirT assumption of 32.3 mpg fleet-average fuel economy in 2035, Ihe CGs benefit from HSR displacing 
automobile travel declines to 2.1 million to 3,2 million metric tons per year, or 50% to 60% less than the 
DEIR/DEIS claims. We showed above that fleet-average fuel economy in 2035 will likely be at least 38 mpg. 
Furthermore, the 2012 Business Plan's fuel economy assumption fails to take into account the fact that most 
VMT displaced by HSR will he highway VMT driven in relatively new cars. Still, it shows that even with 
CAHSRA's own projection of Future fuel economy, the CQs reduction benefits of H5R are no more than half the 
amount claimed in the DEIR/DEiS. 

For completeness, we should also point out lhat CAHSRA's H$R benefit-cost analysis assumes tittle change in 
fleet-overage fuel economy between now ond 2035. The benefit-cost onolysis assumes fleet-average CO 2 
emissions of 379.1 grams/mile in 2035 (this is an average of value* given far 2030 and 2040),'• Using 
conversion factors of 448 grams/lb. and 19.7 lbs. COy/gallan, this can be converted to a fuel economy of 
23.2 mpg for Hie vehicle fleet in 2035—Of not much higher than the current fleet. This means that In the 
benefit-cost analysis, even if the rldership assumptions ore correct (that Is, even if HSR displaces as much 
automobile VMT as CAH§RA projects], Ihe CO? reductions from HSR displacing automobile travel are <00 high 
by a factor of 1.6. !,? 

■In summary, using a realistic fleet average fuel aconomy for the VMT displaced by HSR in 2035, the COj 
reduction due to H$R displacing automobile travel is somewhere between 1,8 million to 2-7 million metric tons 
per year, rather then the 5,3 million To 6.3 million claimed in the DEIR/DEIS- Note that this analysis is besed 
only on using a more realistic value for the fuel economy of the VmT displaced by HSR in 2035. In addition, 
this analysis is conservative, because we used a travel fraction that is relatively skewed to word older 


lJ this woi calculated by ™iir P lyirtg ihe DEJR/QEI$ - * prp|eaed CO? reduction by fl* ratio of H fuel economy nsmmplSori fe 
□ur moie realistic fuel economy aiiuivipRen. For example, 5.3*( 12.0/331-1 

it ?orsom Brmekerhoff, CgMomia High-Speed Ra<l a*n*F.>-Cnd Andy til jBCAI, prepared For the ColilornJo High Speed Roil 
Authority, April 2012, Tebf# 13, p- 19. We used Ihe CO2 emission values in ihls table, because Hhj: Is what CAHjfA used io 
esiimme the COi rmlssieo reduttions due to H3*. However, we note thoi the CQi emission values ih Table 13 ore Inconsistent 
with ihe fuel economy values In Table 9, p. 13 of the same repori (Ihe fuel economy values w*r* used to esinmore 
expenditures for gasoline with gnd without HS% The COi emissren rarer in ToWe 13 Translate into fleer-auerage fuel 
economies el 33-1 mpg and 23.3 mpg In 2630 and 20*0, respectively. However, Table 9 assuvnes tloet-overgge luel 
«onpmles oi 20.0 mpg and 29-5 mpg m 2030 and 20*0, respectively. This means ihoi the repan's CO.' reductions ond 
gasoline casts ore nsl self-consisted?. Pwthermere, because fuel economy In Table 9 il imrealSltlcally taw, it meank |her she 
report overstates sovings an gasoline easts due te H5R. Thus, ertfl if ihe H5R ridership esrimetei pro correcr, the ben*fi?-cest 
analysis dkamarlcally gverstaies ihe benefits of H&R fbd* *1 terms of COi redberions ond savings on gasoline costs) by using 
on unrealsstlcoily low fleei-average fuel economy for futere years, 

t* 30 fflpg/23,2 mpg = 1,6. In other words, usinp a more realist fleer-overage fuel economy for 2935 would eliminate 
obout 3&% of ihe CO? reduction henefirs claimed due to H JR dikploc'mg uuromabile rrovel. 


DEIS 


CAH5RA assumes too high 0 morginoJ cost af driving on automobile, 
which gives HSR on uo wo Fronted cost advantage relotive to driving 

Achieving the rldership levels OMamed \n ihe DEIR/D&5 and 201 2 BusinetS Plan depends On all rotting large 
numbers of automobile travelers to H$R. According tb CAHSRA's cid*r*hip modeling, 74% of H&R riders will 
be farmer automobile traveler* and 26% will be farmer airplane travelers: "For the 2012 Business Plan, Ihe 
2030 TOM [Transportation Demand Model] output shows that 7 million riders will be diverted from air to HSR 
and 20 million from highways to H$R- That is equivalent to 26% and 74% for air and highways, 
respectively..-Although rail, inter-city has, ond Other modes also contribute passengers to the HSR system, they 
ore not included in this analyst* because their relative shore is very jmoir^ln other words, almost ihrec- 
fourths of HSR ridership depend* on attracting rider* who would have traveled by car in the absence of HSR, 
while about one-fourth depends on attracting riders whp would have traveled by airplane. 

Tho likelihood of switching from automobile t& HSR depends in port on rhe relative costs of automobile and 
HSR navel. Here we present evidence that CAH$RA and Iti consultants overrate the likely cost of driving in 
2035. As a result, driving appear* less attractive* relative to HSR, than it actually will be, resulting in an 
overestimate of the number of drivers switching to HSR- 

The marginal cost of driving la lower Ihon CAH58A assumes. The 201 2 6usine*S Plan assumes that the 
marginal cost of driving In 2030 will range from 20f/mil* to 2^/mlle jin 20H dollars) in iHe “low range" 
and “high range" scenarios, r e *pe«ively. 7 ' This mclud« 10.34/mile for maintenance and tire wear and the 
remainder for gasoline. The per-mlle cost of gasoline result* from o combination of assumption* regarding Ihe 
coM of gasoline and the average fuel ecenomy of Ihe vehkie fleet In 2030- CAHSRA assumed Fleer-average 
fuel economy in 2030 would be 27 mpg and 33.6 mpg in Ihe "low range" and "high rongo T ' scenarios, 
respectively, while Ihe cost of gasoline was assumed So be 32.60 and $6.11, respectively.” The 201 2 


“ CAHStA, Compurkon □! FroxSdEng the Equivalent Capacity to Hi^ti-Speed Roll Through Other Mnrfes, prepared by Parsoni- 

Brlnkerhofi, April ?01 2, p. 7. We fl S :e Itiat the benefir-cs*1 onolyiii oppeort to oswrrf* an even grnSOter our&mablfe 

H5R riden, relotive Ip plr («* lobles 4 pnd 5 In PariOrt! Brlnknrtiaff, CeJif*rn« High. Speed RfJiJ Beneftr-CDlf Anofyu* (ACA> r 


April JU 1 jiJ. 

■' Cambridge 5y:remcnics, CoHfemlo Hlgli-Speed Roll 2612 Buklncw Plan 

fiiaerdr^p W Krvenue FaveCOSrlUfl, prepared ter Porwn* Hrirfterhofi for (tin Colifetrlo High. Speed Rail Authority, 


April 2 r 


201 2 p 

Ib5d v p. 2-B and 2-6- The 2012 Butlnesi Elan casi-eF-drivirg Fafecoft Ss for 2030, while ihe DEcR/DElS Fsrocpsts nre : (*f 
2035 However the 2012 Bwlnos* Plon Include* a foracow of fleet.average fuel ecqcofny for 2035 In actdillan r 0 JQ30. 
Using this fuel economy fmecosr, the co*T of drivkig In 2035 would be l9.6t/r«le oecf 26.7c/™le in the Tow" and “high 
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Business Plan includes a "medium” forecast of 24d/m!le, using mid-range assumption* for the ca*l of gasoline 
(54,23/gatlan] end ffeet-average fuel economy [30.3 mpg], and the same constant value of IO-3d/fflile far 
non-gasoline Operotififl easts. 

me DEER/DFlS appears to assume that the marginal cost of driving is 22</mile, based am the Ridership and 
Revenue Modeling ledhnkal support document. 331 However, this value is in 2005 dollars, and would be roughly 
24e/fflile when Inflated to 201 1 dollars. 

A marginal east of 24p/mlle is substantially more than ihe actual perceived marginal C0*i af driving is likely 
ta be in 2035- We detail each of the reasons for thi? In turn: 

First, 10,3{i/mile For marnrenonce and tire wear costs appear* so be lea high. In discussing vehicle 
maintenance and Tire wear COSlS, CAHSRA's own consultant cite* 0 study by researchers at rhe University of 
Minnesota that found theie casts to be about 5e/mi3e m 2011 dollars, or about half CAHSRA's oitumptian. 3 - 

Second, regardless of the actual per-mile marginal cost of wear and tear, Cambridge Sy*lemotles, the 
consulting firm that performed the California HSR ridership and revenue modeling as a contractor ta Parton* 
Brinkerhaff and CAH5RA, ha* concluded that motorists rend not to account for maintenance and tire wear casts 
when deciding wherher 1o drive or travel by another mode; 


In summary, CAHSRA's awn consultant cites a marginal C0*t for automobile maintenance ond lire wear that Is 
half the value CAHSRA actually uses for It* ridership modeling. In addition, CAHSRA's awn consultant further 
note* that motorists generally consider only gasoline casts and not moinSenancH or tire wear costs when 
deciding whether ta travel by car. Finally, CA5HRA bases the marginal cost of gasoline an current fleet fuel 
economy and not OH fleet fuel economy in 2035. The latter 3s the relevant value for estimating the COit of 
driving ond HSR ridership in 2035, 

Taking account of these fact*, the perceived marginal cost of driving in 2035 will be about 11 c/mile or 
1 bc/miie if mOfariHS take account of maintenance and tire wear casts. Both af these valves ore much lower 
than the 24f/mlle mid-range yoke CAHSRA u*e* far Its ridership ond revenue modeling. Using this lower, hut 
more realistic projections for the perceived marginal cast of driving would reduce the attractiveness of HSR to 
motorists, thereby reducing predicted HSR ridership and attendant COs and air pollutant emission reduction 
benefits. 

The projected greenhouse gas ond air pollutant bene Firs and HSR revenue estimates m ihe DEIR/DElS, 201 2 
Business Plan, the CalTfornra fffgfi-Speed Raif ftrnnfrt.Cesf AnOilyjri and, other CAHSRA documents should be 
revised to take account of the effect of using a more realistic, lower marginal cos* of driving on profocted HSR 
ridership. 


"Usually, auie travelers will consider their cast of travel lo be only their out-af-packei gas costs. 

Thui, in mast Intercity travel models, Oute casts ate generally in the ronge of $0.10 to 50.15 
per mile. While higher per mile costs ate mare consistent with the true COirj of driving (including 
Operating, maintenance, and ownership costs), they are generally not considered by traveler* 
for specific trove! decisions." 33 

Thus, CAHSRA's awn ridership modeling contractor ha* concluded that motorist* generally only consider the 
east of gasoline when deciding whether to drive or to use another mode af travel. If so, then for the purposes 
Of ridership modeling* the marginal cast of maintenance and tire wear would be zero, rather than the 
la.Sp/mile that Cambridge Systemalfcs used in its California HSR ridership and revenue modeling. 

Third, far the purposes af ridership modeling, whar mailers is the fuel economy of the future automobile fleet- 
A* demonstrated In detail in the previous section, ihe VMT displaced by HSR will have a fuel economy an the 
order Of at least 33 mpg and probably higher In 2035. Assuming 54.2 3/go Hon af gasoline [the “Medium" 
forecast In the 2012 Busine** Plan) and 33 mpg for the average fuel economy af the VMT replaced by HSR, 
the marginal cost of gatoline In 2035 will be on the order of 11.14/mil*. This Is the total perceived marginal 
east of driving if Cambridge Systematics is correct. This figure is 21% le*t than the lAtf/mile mid-range cost 
pf gasoline and 54% tes* them 24{!/mHe mid-range total cast of driving u*ed in CAHSRA's ridership and 
revenue modeling. 


swrrarioi, respectively. The costs aw lightly lower faeemn* fleet-overage fueUeconuffly Is predicted in cumimrt to improve 
between 2030 and 2035, 

» Parsumi flrirttkerhsff, Ridership and Revenue Medal: Dovelnpmem, Application, nnrf Prefect-level Ei»/EI$ Furecaiii, 
prepared t*r CAHSRA, June 301 1, p. 90. 

St Gary BarrWS end Peter Langwnrlhy, The Pev-nt^fl Cost* af Opwaling AutemubiJoi and irvi^i, prepared for ihe MtnrwtOta 
Deparlmen- eF Transportation |(Jhivertiry of Minnesota, Humphrey Institute far Public Affairs, 2003), tired by Parsons 
Brlnkerhaft. CaWamia H^h-5peed JTair JWfir-CeU Analyst [BCAJ, prepared fur the CeBfomla High Speed Rail Authority, 
Aprit 201 2. 

M Combrldge Sysremalfes, Deisvf Xprms flidfj-thfp Forecast Review, prepared for Circle Paint, February 29, 200d r p. 17. 


Frfcpch Data Suggest CAHSRA May Have Difficulty Attracting Large 
Numbers of Drivers fo HSR 

CAHSRA assumes that mast HSR riders will be attracted away from automobile travel, A* noted above, 
according lo CAHSRA's ridership modeling, 74% of HSR riders will be farmer automobile travelers and 26% 
will be farmer airplane travelers. HSR >hu* depends far Its success mainly art attracting drivers !o HSR, A* we 
ihow below, experience suggests that H$R mainly substitutes far air travel ralher than automobile travel. The 
□HR/DEI5 ond 2012 Business Plan therefore mey be ovuntatlng likely HSR ridership and revenue and 
attendant COj and air pollution reduction benefit* due to displacement of automobile ’ravel. 

Few French HSR rider* are former drivers. Data from the French TGV HSR system suggests that if competes 
mainly with olr travel, rather than with car travel. Chppulut and Tarou* {2010) studied Ihe experience when 
new lines were opened an the French TGV high-speed roil system. 34 For the*e lines, 73% of TGV riders came 
from the existing conventional rail sytSem. The remaining 22% of TGV riders came from car*, air, or were 
totally new "induced" trips that weren't taken at all before the new TGV lines opened. This means first of oil 
ihot more than three-fourth* af TGV rider* switched from conventional rail to TGV. California HSR will not 
hove this sautce of existing roil ridership and will have Eo rely Ofl attracting drivers and flyer* for nearly dll af 
Ms riders. 

For the 22% of TGV riders who w« r e not already traveling by roil, Table 3 summarizes the percentage of 
travelers switching from air or automobile plus new trips induced by the new TGV lines. Nate that only about 
one-fourth of new rail riders come from automobile*. Even if w C focus only an ihe automobile and air portion 
of TGV ridership, only 40% Eo 45% were attracted to HSR from automobile*, while the remaining 55% tc 
60% were attracted from airplanes. 


:•= j, an . NdH ChepuM and ]*bn- Pierre Taroux, “Trent An* dt LGV, tompurriwn Prevision el de* 6*0 baton*," Hwnnly 
Years vf High-Speed Edit Camperirtn uf Prediction* unit Adilevemerns"), Trwfl»r^ no. 462 (JtiiW-Aom LMy-Augunj 
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Thus, for ihe French TGV, whon o ncw TGV line become available, only 6% of Total TGV rider* come from 
automobile*.” Of ihv rail rider*, only 24% came from automobiles, And of Hie portion of TGV rider* who 
came from just automobiles and airplane*, only 40% To 44% came from automobiles and 55% To 60% come 
from airplane*. Each of rhete represents a much smaller automobile share than the 75% shore shot CAHSRA 
predict* far HSE rldershlp in California. 


Table 3. Share of New Roil Riders Attracted to TGV from Other Modes 


Roule 

Previous Made of Travel 

Share 

Adantlque 

Air 

00% 

[Rorii-Le Mans 

Automobile 

25% 

and 

Mow "Induced’" Travel 

45% 

Porfc-Tours/Bordeaux) 




Air 

40% 

Mediteroneo 

Autamablte 

27% 

[Pari5-Marseill(t] 

35% 

New "induced" travel 


Hotei 70 % of TGV rider* mi these line* wore attracted from comvenliofio I roll systems. This lable focuses cm the 
previous mode of travel only for Ihe remaining 22 % of rider* who were traveling these routes by Other model [air 
or auto-] or not traveling the*e routes at all before The TGV line become avalloble- 

F reach TGV dale suggest HSR competes poorly wilh driving on cost, Air and HSR can provide similar door- 
ia-door travel time* and Ira vet costs ovor distances of abovr 500 miles or less. In addition, after arriving at 
one'* destination, the decision over whether to rent a car impose*, the same additional COST whether you 
arrived by rail or by air. 

In contrast, people who currently hovel by car already hove air travel as O fetter option, yet cheese net 1 o 
take advantage of it. California HSR would face The some hurdles as air travel when trying To attract people 
out of their COrt- A likely reason fer Ihi* is cast. The perceived cost of driving—mainly the cott of gasoline—Is 
much lower than the cost of air travel- Even at 54 /gallon and a car thar overages 25 mpg highway, driving 
COSTS about t 4 */mile, or 561 for o 380 -mile trip. This 1 * lower than CAHSRA'* projected overage COtt of 531 
for a single San Fronciico-to-Los Angel** H$P fare and only a fraction of the cost of two, three, or four H$R 
fare* That would hov* To be paid In cases where two or more people would hove traveled In a single car had 
They net traveled by HSR. ?fl 

Adding; So the relative cost ef HSR is the need to rent a car upon arrival at one’s destination, since Outo-to- 
H5R switchers would olherwlse havn r 0 give up the convenience of The cor they would have hod upon arriving 
at their destination, had they not switched to HSR.^ 


ir that former drivers represent abagr 36% *F the 22% TQV rider* who were nor already rirfmg asevemloaol roll 
before the new TGV lines opened- 0-26 " 0,22 - 0,057, or about 4%, 

7* FroiecHsd H$B fores ere listed In Table 5.7, p. 5-12 ol OhSRA's 2013 BusViess Pten, 

7? We were not able te determine what CAH5PA SfSUimd regordSno cor rental for HSR rider* attracted Qway Irom 
oulenieblies- 11 would be hfllpfvl IF CAJH&RA clarified vortau* asswnprloffli about fonraSt driver* attracted te HSR, Including: 
whal fraction ef former driver* are buiirWrti vs. pleasure travelers, overage vttwcle eecupaecy fer farmer buslnei;* and 
pleasure Travelers, frOCrlen of farmer business end pleasure traveler* assumed to arrive Pi their departure Slatlnn by ta*.l tend 
the COST of Ihe ta*i| ar by personal vetildfr VS. by publ* 1ranspor1oHor\ and She froesion af farmer business end pleasure 
travelers assumed ta rent o cor upon, arriving as the»r destlnaiien and the oasi af these car renrals. 


In oddilion, many outo-to-HSR switchers will travel to their locol H5R ttpiien by car and have to poy ibo 
additional COtt of stattoe parking for the duration of their Trip, Or will i«uf the additional cos! of Traveling T* 
and from their departure station by taxi. 

Token together, These substantial additional costs of HSR, relative to personal automobile Travel, suggest a 
key reason for the observation that more H$R riders are likely to be former air travelers Than former auto 
travelers. 

The lower coal of driving in Ihe U,5, suggests HSR will be less (0*1 competitive with Ihe automobile in ihe 
U.S., when cant pored wilh France. Californio HSR travel will likely be less cosicompetilive with car travel 
when compared wilh France, because the marginal casl of automobile travel in France Is much higher ihan in 
Ihe U.5. There ore at leas! two reasons for Thiji French drivers poy substantial rood tolls, while Californio 
driver* do nai, and gasoline cost* much more In France ihan in The U-S- 

Eor example, according ToMichelin, ihe COtt of automobile travel from Parrs to Marseille* <402 miles] Is €141 
(Si 32of which $72 is toll* and 5110 is gasoline,^ (For reference, a Trip of The *ome distance in she US, in 
on overage U.S. automobile (assuming 25 mpg highway and 54/gallon gasoline) would cost about 577, or 
50% less than the COtt in France.) 

Comparing rhis to the cost of ihe TGV, rhe least expensive PorJ*-Ma,rseil!e TGV ticket [buy-ahead, 2"“ clos*, 
restricted] COttJ €25 ($32) for on odull and half-price forchltdren up to age 11, 51 Ticker* purchased neor to 
or on ihe day of SrOvel ore more expansive, ranging from about €70 To |TO0 [590-5139) for adulr weekday 
travel. 

Thus, in France, the leosl-cost HSR Irip COtt* 02% Jess than the COtt of driving for a single driver, and 47% less 
than the cost of driving lor a family of four. Tickets bought near ihe day of 'ravel cost 24% to 51 % lass thou 
ihe cosl of driving for o single driver, and 48% to 1 20% more than the cost of driving for o family of four. 

For comparison wilh the US- we use the 380-mrle Trip from Son FrondlCP la Los Angeles. The COtt to travel This 
route in an overage Ll.S. automobile would be $61 for goioline (assuming 25 mpg highway and S4/galM 
gasolinef + compared with a planned HSR fore of 552 to $123 (depending on factor* such os peak/ofbpeak, 
express or multl-sTop train, and advance or last-ml nut* purchase], with an average fore of 581.A**umlng 
the lowest fore of $52, the cott af H5R would bo 15% lets Than the cost of driving for a single driver and 
155% mare shon the cost of driving lor □ fomily of four, 33 Using ihe overage fare of 531, HSR would cast 
30% mare than driving for a single driver ond 290% more ihan driving for a family of four. 

These result* indlcale that relative 10 driving, Californio 1 * HSR system will COtt for more Than the French TGV 
system. Table 4 summarizes the comparison. The right-most column show* the carlo af HSR cost ro driving casl. 
Lower values arO more favorable io HSR- Note haw much lower this ratio 1* for The French TGV when 
compared with projections for Californio HSR. 


Jn Aviomobir* cost Is from Mlcbelln "Getting From Paris n? Marmill*," accesssd 

Oft September 5 B„ 301 2. Ilie fuel COtt H assumed Ea be ei.AGjHIrer ($7-84/ga»l&rM. GE*en a Travel dhrone* af 4&2 mile*. Hus 
fuel cost works our io art assumed vehicle fuel economy sf 35 mpg. Thi* is higher than Ihe turrenr average US. outomabile, fctfl 
typical for Europe, where the cars ere smaller and mere likely io be dietel-fueled- 

1 ' TGV Iraki ticket cost is from 5 NCF, - accessed on September ? 4 , 3012 - 

it Automobile cost* assume 54 /gallon gasoline and □□ average highway fuel economy of 25 mpg Fer the outrer* Califormo 
fleet. CA-H 5 R ricket cost is from Table 5 - 7 , p. 5-12 of the CAH&RA 2012 Business Plan. 

- J We hove osiumed here that □ child 's rickel wwdd cost half rher at on odulr'* ilcker. 
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These results are based an current automobiles. However, os shown above, driving in the 11,5. will be even less 
expensive in the future, due lo more stringent CAFE standOrdl. As 0 result, Californio HSR is likely to be even 
less cost competitive with the automobile than the analysis in ihis section suggests. 

To summarize, CAHSRA predicts that 74% of Californio H5R rider? will come from automobiles and 26% from 
airplanes. In contrast, real-world data from France indicate that only gbbut6% of TGV riders wore former 
drivers, while the vast majority of TGV riders wore former conventions!I rail riders, a source of riders that 
does not axEst [n California. Even when comparing only automobiles and airplanes, only 40% to 45% of TGV 
riders were former drivers end the rest were former air travelers. This suggests that CAH5RA may be 
overstating the number of driver? who will switch io HSR. When considering ihe fact that California HSR w||| 
be more expensive relative to aulo Travel than is the cast In France, CAHSRA"? assumption of 74% of HSfi 
ridership coming from former driver? seem? even le?i plausible. 

CAHSRA should re-evaluate HSK's ability to attract driver? to HSR in California In light of the French TGV 
data, along wish the fact that HSR in Californio will be more expensive relative to driving when compared 
with the TGV Sn France, In performing this re-evaluation, CAHSRA should use a realistic value for likely fleet- 
average fuel economy in Ihe 2030s, rather than the current fleet-average fuel economy. The projected 
greenhouse gas and oir pollutant reduction benefits and HSR revenue estimates in the DEIR/D&5, 2012 
Business flan, the CaWfomi'o High-Speed Rad SenefiT-CosT Analyst, ond other CAHSRA document? should he 
revised to lake account of the results of this re-evaiuodon, 


Table 4. Cosl of HSR Relative to Cost of Driving; French TGV vs, Californio H5R 


Typ* of Fare 

Trip 

Fan! 

Cos! at 
Driving 

Cail of H 5R: 

Coil of Driving 

Lowest 

TGV 

?aris .Marseille 
iuwflsr advance purchase 

2 rf dsu far* 

532 6Cfoh 

516 child 

$132 

0,2(1 octal!) 

{J.5 (Family of 4] 

Gall lor™ a HSf 

San Fro rid sea-La? Angcle? 
Lowest pra|eded tare 

552 arMt 

$26 child 

561 

0.0(1 adub] 

2.6 (Family of 41 

Mid-Range' 

TGV 

Paris.Marseille 

Purchase within a lew days 
af I ravel 2™ doss fere 

$90-5139 adult 

3*5-569 child 

Si 02 

0.5-0.8 (1 odvJt| 

1,5-2.3 ijFamily of 4) 

Californio H&B 

Son Fran^KO-Las Angeles 
Average proleaed tore 

501 adult 

$40 child 

$61 

1.3 {l a-dultl 

4.0 |Fom3ly of 4) 


Not*; In the right-most column, lower values are more favorable to HSR. 


THE DEIR/DEIS AND 201 2 BUSINESS PLAN OVERSTATE CO REDUCTION 
BENEFITS FROM AIR TRAVELERS SWITCHING TO HSR 

The DEIR/WIS and 201 2 Business Flan overstate H$R COj reduction benefits from sir travelers swindling to 
HSR in two ways. First, they overstate the CO 2 benefit per passenger-mile of air travel dbploced by HSR. 
Second, they likely overstate the number of oir travelers who will switch to HSR. We discuss each is?ve In turn 
below. 

The DEIR/DEIS and 2012 Business Plan Overstate the CO; Benefit per 
Passenger-Mile of Air Travel Displaced! by HSR 

CAHSRA assumes iboi aircraft fuel economy will improve from 62,3 sear-miles per gallon in 2011 to 66.9 
seat-miles/gallon in 2035, which translates to a 9.5% reduction In fuel burned, and concomitant CO? 
emissions, per seal-mile.*- 1 However, Southwtn, one of the mojor airlines providing flights within California, 
hod already achieved 63-6 seat-mifc* per gallon by 20lG- ls United was only or 62-8 seat-miles/go!Ion in 
2010, bul improved to about 66 snOt-mi1lsi/goll«i in 2011, 36 In other words, some of the major airlines that 
fly in California are already approaching She fuel efficiency CAHSRA assumed for 2035, even though they 
are flying a mixture of recent and older technology planes. 

New jet models available now or soon to came on line will be even more fuel-efficient, According ta Airbus, its 
A320nea (far "new engine option!, launched in 2010, i? \S% more fuel-tSflcient than it? predecessors. 3 ' 
According to Boeing, its 737MAX, expected to be available in 2017, will be 4% more fuel efficient than the 
A320neo. 3a Southwest hos already ordered 150 737WAX aircraft. At least arw more generation of new |et 
engines will likely come on line well before the HSR system is completed. Thus, we con 0*pecl continued 
Incremental improvements in airplanes 1 fuel economy. 

Another way lo improve airplanes’ fuel economy is »0 reduce the amount of lift* jet engines are running whiia 
on the ground. Especially for shortJhaul trip?, such as Son Francisco-Las Angeles, taxiing on She ground 
account? for a significant portioned much as 20%—of total fuel usage. 3 * Some airlines are currently testing 
electric power systems that would allow aircraft engine? to be shut down while Taxiing, saving fuel and 
reducing cost? and greenhouse gas omission?. Easy Jet is about to begin telling one such ?ystem that it 
expected To reduce total fuel consumption per aircraft by 4%.^ 

In summery. Current airline fuel-economy already appears to be near the level CASHRA assumed far 2035. 
The current generation of new jets is at least 15% more fuel-efficient .han its immediate predecessor? and 


upturn Brinckerholfj Celomic. High-Speed Jta,f Wfir-Cott Analysis (KAJ, prepared ier the Californio High Speed Roil 

S'SUS ^Tra^ottotinn Slarifta, 4 p™de of Chons* in frref Prices ond U-5. Demise Potamjfr Aviation Opwsltam, 

Mot*2012 _ , „ 

Ibid ond Lolsoou, "Why Gfli-Gujzllng Air I lues wl3i Crash ond Bum, fhe Mot% taa, July 2, 3012. 
lf Airbus A320n*o - ocooised on September 26, 2013- 

o toeing, "Hoeing Loundhes 737 New Engine Family wlftl C«nffli 1 ffl*nn for 466 MipM ffMl H** Airline^ Augutt 30, 

| , CK«t-**e-d on Septautbcr 26, 2vl 7, 

Jimmy Y*h, "Electric aircraft taxiing; grtar foot laving! opportunity Or irtfWO??ory complexity?" Gf Avlorlpn Blog, rebruary 


0 , 3012, 

, occenod on SapSomber 23, 201 2- 

•a AERO-tViiwork, “Electric Green Taking System $et For Trials," February 10, 2012 r 


, accessed on September 23, 


JOt 2. 
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even more efficient relative la airlines" average fleets. A least one mare generation of [el engines ‘will came 
online well before 2035, improving fuel efficiency still further. Some airlines are now experimenting with 
electric power systems that reduce fuel usage during taxiing. Token together, these observations suggest that 
airline fuel efficiency, and hence CO t emissions per seat-mile, m 2035 cauld easily be 20% or more below 
CAHSRA's assumption. 

The projected greenhouse gas reduction benefits in the DEI E/DEIS, 2012 Business Plan, the California High- 
Speed ffoi'J Benefit-Cost Analysis, and other CAH5RA documents should be revised To take account of the fact 
that rhe California jet fleet in 2035 will he more fuel efficient than C AH SR A assumed. 

The D E IR D EI $ and 2012 Business Plan Assume Airlines Will No9 Respond 
Competitively la HSR 

The DEIR/DEIS and 2012 Business Plan assume future airfares Will be the same as current airfares/ 1 ' However, 
■r ■seems unlikely that airlines will slap seeking ways re eul costs and Improve service, especially if HSR 
becomes a genuine threat to their market share. 

We showed in the previous section that airlines hove been reducing end will continue to reduce fuel usage per 
passenger-mile in an effort to reduce fuel casts, Airlines competing against each other for market share have 
an incentive to pass these savings on to Customers In the form of Sewer fates in order lo attract business. 

Comparing Europeon and U,5, airlines, Wilke [2010) showed that per-mile European airfares in mid-201 Q 
were less than one-half of U,S. per-mile fores. Comparing rhe Los Angeles-la-San Francisco market in 
particular, per-mile fares between European dries were, gn average, 35% lower, even though the trip 
distances were similar/'' A key difference is that the U.5. generally does not allow foreign airlines to compete 
for business In domestic air travel markets, while Europe has cm “open skies" polk y, which fosters more 
vigorous competition. This suggests there might be significant room for airlines to reduce Fares if they have on 
incentive —Such OS competition from H&R-—to do so. 

Overall, It seems reasonable to conclude that CAhSRA overstates HSR riderihip, and therefore CO?and air 
pollutant reductions, by assuming that airlines will not respond to com petition from HSR by cutting fores and 
taking other steps to protect their market shore against competition from H5R- 

The projected greenhouse gas and olr pollutant reduction: benefits and HSR revenue estimates in the 
DElR/DElS, 20S3 Business Plan, the CokYorma High-SpeedRail ftenefd-Cost AiWfyiW, and other CAH5RA 
documents- should be revised to take account oF the fo<t that airlines will Take steps to protect their market 
share when faced with competition from H5-R. 
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The PEIR/DEIS notes that CARB's OFFROAD model was used to estimate air pollutant emissions during 
construction of the Fresno-Bakersfield segment. However, the DEIR/DEI5 does not explicitly state whot 
CAH5RA assumed regarding the age and emission-control technology classes of the construction vehicles. It 
would bo helpful if CAHSRA provided more detailed information on what Inputs were used for the OFFROAD 
model when estimating construction emissions for oil HSfi-related construction activities. For example, did 
CASHEA use the model default assumptions for the oge and technology dosses [e g-. Tier 4, Tier 3, etc,) of the 
construction equipment, or did CAUSE A use different assumptions? If rhe Jotter, whot assumptions wore used? 

GREENHOUSE GAS AND AIR POLLUTANT REDUCTION BENEFITS DEPEND ON 


Our analysis suggests that the greenhouse gas and air pollutant reduction benefits of HSk are likely to be 
lower than the DEIR/OEIS predicts. However, both our analysis and the DElP/DEIS Implicitly assume the 
existence of a statewide H$R system that connects the 5an Francisco Bay Area, Sacramento, Los Angeles, and 
BO027-81 Son Diego. To rhe exrent the actual HSR system is less extensive or is not completed on schedule, the 

greenhouse gas and air pollutant reduction benefits discussed above wilt not be achieved In the timeframe 
1 assumed In rhe DCIR/C^S. Thus, it mokes sense for CAHSRA to Include in rhe DEIK/DElS a discussion of the 

extent To which the assumptions used to generate the numbers in the DEIR/DE1S are condsfem with the 
BO027-9 I construction schedule and financing plan in the 201 2 Business Plan, To the extent necessary, the DEtR/DEIS 

I should be revised to reflect the mast up-to-date Business Plan construction schedule and financing parameters. 


*' the Bvsineu Pi™ scenarios assume that airfares slay csmnpnr ai 200b revets [but ore ad|utted for Inflation,),' 

Cambridge Sysremolics, CoJYorJua High-. Speed HmJ 2012 Business Plan, Jfk/trjtiip grad Revenue forecasting, Flnof Technical 
Memorandum, prepared far Pars&ns Brlnkerhgff, April 12, 2012, P- 2-3. 

* 7 Mark Wilke, "Open 5kips= Whar Nanli America Con Leam from Europe," Regulation Outfock, Me. 3, May 2010. Atw see 
Mark Wilke, "Why Europe Has Cheap Airfares/ Conadu.cam, July 11, 2012, 
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Fleet-overage fuel economy is an average of iho Fuel economy of each model year, weighted by ihe 
percenlage of Total vehicle miles traveled (VMT) accounted for by each model year, ai*a known os ihe travel 
fraction. To predict fleet-average fuel economy for 2035, used the federal CAFE standards as the basis 
foe predicting the fuel economy of past and future model years. However, because on-road fuel economy En 
practice lends la be lower thon Ihe nominal CAFE standard, we ad]usted the CAFE values downward to reflecr 
this. jl 

A realistic travel fraction can be derived from counts of actual vehicles from each model year seen driving in 
a given area, because vehicle* of a given model year ore more likely to drive by a given location if there 
ore mare vehicles from thar model year on the road and if they are driven more than v#hkles from other 
model year*. For counts of on-toOd vehicles, we downloaded remote sensing data collected in Los Angeles in 
2010 (the mast recant year of data available],** The remote «n*ar measures tailpipe emissions of passing 
cars and aEso photographs the license pEate number far each tar. This information fs matched wllh reglstralton 
data for each vehicle In order to gather make and model year Information, 

Remote sensing data inherently measure the Itavel fraction for each model year, because cars from 0 gjven 
model year are mare likely to drive by the sensor to the extent that there Ore more tars from that model year 
end they are driven mare frequently. Because ihese data were collected In 2010, they represent a fleet with 
* relatively low fraction of one- to three-yeor-pEd automobiles, due to reduced new-car purchases during Ihe 
recession. In other words, these dale represent a relatively aid fleet. Using ihis Travel fraction is therefore 
relatively cense rvalive, in the sense that If is unlikely to overestimate the fraction of newer, high-mpg 
automobiles that will be on Ihe road in 2035. 

TabEe A-l display* Ihe travel fraction and fuel economy data. The left-most column is the actual model year. 
The next column i* the number of vehicles In each model year that drove by Ihe remote sensor, The third 
column is the travel fraction. It «s copulated by converting the model year counts In column 2 to percentages. ^ 
The sum of all the volues in the Travel Fraction column is 100%. The footlh column is the ‘"Shifted Model Year. 
For the purpose* of predating fleet.average on-rood fuel economy In 2035, we essomiolly assume the travel 
fraction In 2035 Is the tome Ihe travel fraction measured in 2010. The second-lo last column i* the nominal 
CAFE standard far each Shifted Model Year. The values in fhi* column are based on actual and predicted 
sates fractions of larger and smaller vehicles in each model year. Finally, the right-most column fs the 
estimated average on-road Fuel economy of eod» vehicle model year. 

To calculate fleet-average fuel economy, multiply the values fin the Trovel Fraction column by the values In the 
Predicted On-Road Fuel Economy column and add up all of the resulting values. This gives 3S mpg as the 
predicted fleet-overage fuel economy In 2035. 


-u An «Nmoie of «n-u*e fuel econcwy ©F Future nuiarnebilei i* provided in j 
{Premised Benefits)?" Tlw Energy Caltedive, August 20, 2012, 

September 24, 2012. 

ii Gory Bishop and Dan Stedman, "fuel Efficiency Automobile Test," 

The dot© set is located at 

201 2 . 


Table A-t. Data used to predict fleeS-average fuel economy in 2035 


Actual Model 
Year 

Number ef 
Vehkr©s 

Travel Fraction 

Shifted Model 
Year 

CAFE Standard 

NP9} 

Predicted On-Band 

Fuel Ecemarny (mpg] 

1056 

2 

0.02% 

19*7 

26.3 

10,A 

1063 

2 

0.02% 

1966 

36,0 

19.5 

1964 

1 

0.01 % 

1969 

25.6 

20.4 

1965 

3 

0.02% 

1990 

25.4 

21.3 

1964 

1 

0.01% 

1991 

25.6 

21.5 

19*7 

1 

0.01% 

F992 

25-1 

21J 

lots 

2 

0-02% 

1993 

25-7 

21,9 

19*9 

1 

0,01% 

1994 

24.7 

22.1 

1970 

2 

0.03% 

1995 

24.9 

22.3 

1971 

2 

002% 

199* 

74.9 

22,2 

1072 

4 

003% 

1997 

34* 

22-1 

1073 

a 

0.05% 

199* 

J4.7 

37-0 

1974 

2 

□.02% 

1999 

24.5 

22.0 

1975 

5 

0.04% 

2000 

24.6 

_21.9 

197* 

1 

0,01% 

2001 

24.6 

2F.6 1 

1977 

4 

0.01% 

2002 

24.6 

_31-3 1 

197# 

* 

0.05% 

2003 

25.0 

29.9 

1979 

0 

0.05% 

2004 

25.0 

20nS 

I960 

5 

004% 

2005 

25-4 

20-2 

1981 

10 

O.OB% 

20C* 


20.4 I 

1 062 

11 

006% 

20C7 

26.4 

20.4_1 

1063 

14 

0.11% 

200* 

26.7 

20.* ~\ 

1964 

1995 

2* 

34 

0,20% 

0.2*% 

2009 

2010 

27-2 _ 

”_21.0 ~ 

199* 

54 

0.43% 

Mil 

39-5 I 

22.5 

19*7 

I9&& 

Si 

73 

0.39% 

0,5*% 

2012 

2013 

3^ 

24.9 1 

19B9 

120 

0.93% 

2Q14 

11.3_ 

1 2*Jt ~ ~l 

1090 

t33 

1,03% 

_ 2015 

32.7 

r 3 *j _| 

1001 

207 

1.60% 

201* 

34. L 

7HZ. _ 

1002 

165 

1.43% 

2017 

35.3 

20,0 

1003 

22* 

1.76% 

2010 

36.4 

29.5 

!0O4 

295 

2.2*% 

20*9 

37J 

30,5 

1905 

413 

3,19% 

7030 

38.8 

31.5 


195 

3-05% 

2021 

40.9 

33.5 

1977 

490 

3.65% 

2022 

J2.9 

35J 

1 906 

596 

4,60% 

2021 

45.0 

I 3*8 1 

i 999 

622 

4.80% 

2024 

47.3 

r 

2000 

023 

6.36% 

7025 

49.6 

| 4Q.5 

2001 

677 

6.77% 

2026 

49.6 

| _ 4Q.5 

2002 

870 

6.72% 

J027 

49.6 

F *51 " 

2003 

89* 

6.92% 

3036 

49J, 

40.5 

2004 

*9i 

6.00% 

2029 

4 9.A 

40J 

2QQS_ 

2006 

930 

910 

7. b 8*6 

7.03% 

2031 

*9.* 

49.6 

40. L 

40,5 

3007 

2QQ8 

012 

6.27% 

2032 

49.6 

40.5 

2009 

560 

J,32% 

7034 

49j4 

4D.5 

3010 

-4-44 

1>S3% 

2035 

49,6 

*0,5 


„ Miller, "Can the New CAFE Standards Deliver 
, accessed on 

. Accessed an September 20, 
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Joel Schwartz Is o Senior Consultant with Blue Sky Consulting Group and has more than 20 years of 
experience in public policy analysis and environmental science. 

Prior to [pining &SCG,Mr. Schwartz was a visiting scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, where ho 
focused on air quality, transportation, risk assessment, and climate policy. He also previously served os the 
executive officer far the Stole of California's Inspection and Maintenance Review Committee, a government 
agency charged with evaluating California's vehicle emissions inspection program and making 
recommendations to Ihe Legislature and Governor on program improvements. His other experience includes 
director of the Air Quality Project at the Reason Foundation, as a consultant for Ihe RAMD Corporation and 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District, and OS staff scientist for the Coalition for Clean Air. Mr. 
Schwartz also-served 01 0 Senior Policy Analyst at the Legislative Analyst's Office. 

Mr. Schwartz has authored dozens of studies on a wide range environmental palicy Issues end has coauthored 
OrticLes published In a number of prestigious peer-reviewed journals, including Science, Joevnaf of Geopfiysjccrl 
Research, Journal of Urban Economics, NYU Environmental law Journal, Reputation, Icarus, and Environmental 
Progress. He has also rovght environmental science as art odjuiKt professor Ot Californio State University 
SocramentOr 

Mr. Schwartz holds a bachelor's degree In chemistry from Cornell University and a master’s degree in 
planetary science from the California Institute of Technology. 
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BOQ27-1 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS was revised to include information about the 
future CAFE (corporate average fuel economy) standards, adopted on May 7, 2010, 
which would require substantial improvements in fuel economy for all vehicles. 
Information about the updated federal fuel economy standards can be found in Section 
3.3.4.2 of the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. 

In January 2012, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) approved a vehicle 
emissions control program for model years 2017 through 2025. This is called the 
Advanced Clean Cars Program. On August 28, 2012, EPA and the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration issued a joint final rule to establish 2017 through 2025 
GHG emissions and CAFE standards. To further California's support of the national 
program to regulate emissions, CARB submitted a proposal that would allow automobile 
manufacturer compliance with EPA's requirements to demonstrate compliance with 
California's requirements for the same model years. The final regulation became 
effective on December 31,2012. 

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) produces vehicle emission estimates which 
incorporates California and Federal Regulations applicable to motor vehicles as well as 
the typical types of vehicles (e.g cars, trucks, buses), the age (or model year) of the 
motor vehicles and several other factors that impact vehicle emissions. EMFAC is the 
model used by CARB to provide emission estimates for vehicles in California. The most 
recent version of EMFAC from CARB is EMFAC2011 which incorporates some of the 
updates to fuel economy standards. However, CARB has not currently released a 
revised EMFAC that incorporates vehicle regulations that occurred in 2012. Thus, there 
is no appropriate CARB approved emission factors that fully incorporate the most recent 
emission standards. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS used the EMFAC2007 
version of CARB’s model since the US EPA had not fully approved the use of 
EMFAC2011 version of CARB’s model at the time of publication. The Final EIR/EIS 
revised the analysis to incorporate EMFAC2011 as it has now been approved by the US 
EPA and reflects the most current regulatory agency approved emission factors for 
vehicle emission estimates in California. 


BOQ27-1 

Regardless of the emission factors used in the analysis, the Project will still result in a 
net benefit when compared to the No Project Alternative. The Project results in a 
decrease in vehicle miles traveled compared to the No Project Alternative. Change in 
air emissions are determined by multiplying change in vehicle miles traveled by the 
vehicle emission factor. The vehicle emission factor used is the same for a given 
analysis year. For instance, vehicle emission factors are obtained from EMFAC for 
calendar year 2035. This same calendar year 2035 emission factor is applicable for 
both the Project and No Project Alternative. Thus the change (reduction) in emissions 
is a result of the change (reduction) in vehicle miles traveled. If revised emission factors 
that fully incorporate recent regulations was available, the air analysis would still 
calculate a reduction, but the total quantity of the reduction would be slightly lower than 
reported before. 

The comment also suggests that the EIR/EIS discussion of air quality benefits from the 
project conflicts with the discussion of air quality benefits in the Authority's Business 
Plan. Although the discussions in the two documents refer to different levels of benefit, 
they are not in conflict because the Business Plan (both the 2012 and 2014) are based 
on different assumptions about the project phasing strategy over time and also different 
quantifications of systemwide ridership. This is the case because the Business Plan is 
based on a more conservative set of assumptions to make a business investment 
evaluation, whereas the EIR/EIS is focused on disclosing adverse environmental 
impacts as well as benefits. The 2012 Business Plan, chapter 5, describes this 
difference. The Draft 2014 explaisn the same point in section 4 of that document. 

BOQ27-2 

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) produces vehicle emission estimates which 
incorporates California and Federal Regulations applicable to motor vehicles as well as 
the typical types of vehicles (e.g cars, trucks, buses), the age (or model year) of the 
motor vehicles and several other factors that impact vehicle emissions. EMFAC is the 
model used by CARB to provide emission estimates for vehicles in California. The most 
recent version of EMFAC from CARB is EMFAC2011 which incorporates some of the 
updates to fuel economy standards. However, CARB has not currently released a 
revised EMFAC that incorporates vehicle regulations that occurred in 2012. Thus, there 
is no appropriate CARB approved emission factors that fully incorporate the most recent 


^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 

■ _ | _ ,, A Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Karl Authority 'w Administration 








California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Response to Submission BO027 (J oel Schwartz, Citizens for California High Speed Rail 
Accountability (Atty. For) Blue Sky Consulting Group, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


BOQ27-2 

emission standards. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS used the EMFAC2007 
version of CARB’s model since the US EPA had not fully approved the use of 
EMFAC2011 version of CARB’s model at the time of publication. The Final EIR/EIS 
revised the analysis to incorporate EMFAC2011 as it has now been approved by the US 
EPA and reflects the most current regulatory agency approved emission factors for 
vehicle emission estimates in California. 


Regardless of the emission factors used in the analysis, the Project will still result in a 
net benefit when compared to the No Project Alternative. The Project results in a 
decrease in vehicle miles traveled compared to the No Project Alternative. Change in 
air emissions are determined by multiplying change in vehicle miles traveled by the 
vehicle emission factor. The vehicle emission factor used is the same for a given 
analysis year. For instance, vehicle emission factors are obtained from EMFAC for 
calendar year 2035. This same calendar year 2035 emission factor is applicable for 
both the Project and No Project Alternative. Thus the change (reduction) in emissions 
is a result of the change (reduction) in vehicle miles traveled. If revised emission factors 
that fully incorporate recent regulations were available, the air analysis would still 
calculate a reduction, but the total quantity of the reduction would be slightly lower than 
reported before. 

BOQ27-3 

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) produces vehicle emission estimates which 
incorporates California and Federal Regulations applicable to motor vehicles as well as 
the typical types of vehicles (e.g cars, trucks, buses), the age (or model year) of the 
motor vehicles and several other factors that impact vehicle emissions. EMFAC is the 
model used by CARB to provide emission estimates for vehicles in California. The most 
recent version of EMFAC from CARB is EMFAC2011 which incorporates some of the 
updates to fuel economy standards. Plowever, CARB has not currently released a 
revised EMFAC that incorporates vehicle regulations that occurred in 2012. Thus, there 
is no appropriate CARB approved emission factors that fully incorporate the most recent 
emission standards. The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS used the EMFAC2007 
version of CARB’s model since the US EPA had not fully approved the use of 


BOQ27-3 

EMFAC2011 version of CARB’s model at the time of publication. The Final EIR/EIS 
revised the analysis to incorporate EMFAC2011 as it has now been approved by the US 
EPA and reflects the most current regulatory agency approved emission factors for 
vehicle emission estimates in California. 


Regardless of the emission factors used in the analysis, the Project will still result in a 
net benefit when compared to the No Project Alternative. The Project results in a 
decrease in vehicle miles traveled compared to the No Project Alternative. Change in 
air emissions are determined by multiplying change in vehicle miles traveled by the 
vehicle emission factor. The vehicle emission factor used is the same for a given 
analysis year. For instance, vehicle emission factors are obtained from EMFAC for 
calendar year 2035. This same calendar year 2035 emission factor is applicable for 
both the Project and No Project Alternative. Thus the change (reduction) in emissions 
is a result of the change (reduction) in vehicle miles traveled. If revised emission factors 
that fully incorporate recent regulations were available, the air analysis would still 
calculate a reduction, but the total quantity of the reduction would be slightly lower than 
reported before. 

BOQ27-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-24. 

The ridership model accounts for the cost of auto travel in California and does not use 
costs of auto travel in France as the basis for its projections. Similarly, it does not 
integrate the French TGV into its assumptions. The differences cited by the commenter 
between the source of FIST riders reflect the model's reliance on U.S. data in its 
projections. Because most long-distance travel in California is by automobile, it is logical 
that the majority of FIST riders will be attracted from the driving public. The commenter's 
reference to French auto travel and TGV data are not relevant to the FIST project's 
ridership projections. 
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BOQ27-5 

The analysis has been updated to reflect aircraft emission rates as estimated in FAA's 
Emission and Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS). 

BOQ27-6 

The ridership and revenue model was developed by a nationally recognized leader in 
forecasting, Cambridge Systematics (2007). The ridership model is not deficient, but 
“produces results that are reasonable and within expected ranges for the current 
environmental planning and Business Plan applications," according to a ridership and 
revenue peer review panel of leading U.S. and international experts in travel forecasting 
[Independent Peer Review Panel 2011]. In addition, the air quality and greenhouse gas 
analyses in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS that are related to ridership have 
been updated to reflect two ridership scenarios—one with fares at 50% of airfare prices 
and one at 83% of airfare prices—to provide a range of potential impacts. 

The purpose of the Fresno to Bakersfield FIST includes providing travel between major 
urban centers and connectivity to airports, mass transit systems, and the highway 
network in the south San Joaquin Valley. As discussed in Section 1 of the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, California’s population is growing rapidly and, unless new 
transportation solutions are identified, traffic will only become more congested and 
airport delays will continue to increase. 

HST would provide congestion relief at airports by freeing up short-haul airline gates to 
allow for more lucrative, long-distance flights. There is no evidence that airlines will see 
a significant decline in the short-distance air travel demand with the introduction of HST 
because of persistent and growth travel demands in California and because there are 
enough long-distance service routes in which air transport is irreplaceable. 

BOQ27-7 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-AQ-02. 

The construction analysis assumed the default age and technology classes as defined in 
CARB's Offroad model. Detailed equipment and usage information can be found in the 
Air Quality Technical Report, located on the Authority's website. 


BOQ27-8 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-06. 

This comment assumes a rule that a lead agency must define its project based on 
available funding. CEQA includes no such rule, and courts cannot impose procedural or 
substantive requirements beyond those explicitly stated in the statute or guidelines (Pub. 
Res. Code §21083.1). Such a rule would force lead agencies to re-define their projects 
every time funding changes, a result in direct conflict with the "rule of reason" that 
governs EIRs (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. UC Regents (1988) 47 Cal .3d 376, 
406-407). 


Under various ridership scenarios, the HST will result in a net decrease in both criteria 
and greenhouse gas emissions during operation. As discussed in Standard Response 
FB-Response-GENERAL-06, this Final EIR/EIS does not evaluate any scenarios in 
which the HST is not completed on schedule. 

Please see the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, Volume 1, Section 3.3, Air Quality 
and Global Climate Change, for a discussion of air quality impacts versus the no-build 
impacts. If the Authority only completes the Initial Construction Segment, there will be no 
operational air impacts associated with the track unless alternative uses of the track 
occurs such as the use of Amtrak trains. The air quality impacts associated with the use 
of Amtrak trains on the Initial Construction Segment is discussed in FB Master 
Response 13. 


The construction emissions associated with the Initial Construction Segment are 
handled by AQ-MM#4 and will offset the criteria pollutants in the year that emissions 
occur. The mitigation measure AQ-MM#4: Offset Project Construction Emissions 
through an SJVAPCD VERA provides that the Authority and SJVAPCD will enter into a 
contractual agreement to mitigate by offsetting to net zero the project's actual emissions 
by providing funds for the district's Emission Reduction Incentive Program. These funds 
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BOQ27-8 

will be provided at the beginning of the construction phase. Therefore, mitigation/offsets 
shall occur in the year of impact or as otherwise permitted by 40 CFR Part 93 Section 
93.163. There will be no long-term delay in achieving the net zero emission reductions 
through the construction offset agreement. 


The greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with the Initial Construction Segment 
construction will not be offset by the reduction in operation if the project does not 
become fully operational. However, the mitigation measure AQ-MM#4, will partially 
reduce GHG emissions along with some of the criteria emissions. Therefore, some of 
the GHG emissions will be offset even if the full project does not become fully 
operational. 

BOQ27-9 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-06, FB-Response-GENERAL-10. 

The California High-Speed Rail (HSR) Program will depend on a mix of public and 
private investment, the latter becoming available after the fundamental economics of the 
program are demonstrated. Refer to the Revised 2012 Business Plan. 

A phased approach to system development is the prudent course to build a foundation 
that allows for greater efficiency in the use of private investment once the initial 
segments of the system are in place. 

This approach also recognizes current budgetary and funding realities. Among other 
things, the phased approach will help ensure the system’s success by introducing 
Californians to HSR service and building ridership over time. At the same time, 
improvements can be made to regional systems that connect with HSR, resulting in the 
conventional and high-speed systems complementing each other. 

The goals of Proposition 1A were used to develop the phasing strategy for the statewide 
HSR system and were guided by the following key principles: 


BOQ27-9 

• Divide the statewide high-speed rail program into a series of smaller, discrete projects 
that can stand alone, will provide viable revenue service, can be matched to available 
funding, and can be delivered through appropriate business models. 

• Advance sections as soon as feasible to realize early benefits, especially employment, 
and to minimize inflation impact. 

• Leverage existing rail systems and infrastructure, including connecting rail and bus 
services. 

• Forge a long-term partnership with the federal government for program delivery. 

• Develop partnerships with other transportation operators to identify efficiencies through 
leveraging state, regional, local, and capital program investments and maximizing 
connectivity between systems. 

• Seek earliest feasible and best value private-sector participation and financing with 
appropriate risk transfer and cost containment. 

• Mitigate against the risk of funding delays by providing decision points for state policy 
makers to determine how and when the next steps should proceed while leaving a fully 
operational system and generating economic benefits at each step. 

The Authority applied these principles, taking into account key factors such as cost, 
funding scenarios, and ridership and revenue projections, to develop an implementation 
strategy with the following key steps: 

Step 1—Early Investments, Statewide Benefits. The first construction of dedicated 
high-speed infrastructure for the initial operating section (IOS) begins in the Central 
Valley. As with all of the steps, this initial section is being developed to deliver early 
benefits by leveraging other systems—enabling them to operate on the new high-speed 
tracks, which can be done without impacts on design or the integrity of the new 
infrastructure. Improved passenger rail service would begin upon completion of the first 
IOS segment by connecting the San Joaquins, ACE, Sacramento Regional Transit, and 
the Capitol Corridor (and potentially Caltrain). Through a new, strategic approach, there 
is also the opportunity for new or improved travel between Bakersfield and Sacramento, 
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Oakland, San Jose, and San Francisco. This expanded Northern California Unified 
Service could begin operation as early as 2018, with the potential to provide 
transportation and economic benefits well before fully operational high-speed rail service 
is initiated. 

As part of this first step, complementary investments and improvements will be made to 
both accelerate benefits and distribute them more widely across the state. These 
investments will be made using the $950 million in Proposition 1A connectivity funding, 
available Proposition 1A high-speed rail funds, future federal funds, and other sources, 
and will include the following: 

• Investment in the bookends: In Northern California, the long-awaited electrification of 
the Caltrain corridor will begin under a collaborative program between Bay Area 
agencies and the Authority. In addition, consistent with the Southern California 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), investments will be made in key rail corridors 
in the southern part of the state, such as upgrading the Metrolink corridor from Los 
Angeles to Palmdale. 

• The Northern California Unified Service described above will be initiated. 

• As the next step in the IOS, work to close the rail gap between Bakersfield and 
Palmdale through the Tehachapi Mountains will begin. Environmental clearance is 
possible in early 2014, and plans are being developed to move quickly to implement 
the improvements to close this critical gap and create the first statewide rail link 
between the Bay Area and the Los Angeles Basin. 

Step 2—Initial High-Speed Rail Operations. Introduction of the state’s (and the 
nation’s) first fully operational high-speed rail service will begin. This service can be 
operated by a private entity without subsidy, will have the potential to attract private 
investment to expand the system from Bay to Basin, and can be completed within a 
decade. The service will be blended with regional/local systems. The IOS is achieved 
through expansion of the first construction segment into an electrified operating high¬ 
speed rail line from Merced to Palmdale and the San Fernando Valley, accessing the 
populous Los Angeles Basin. Following on the work discussed above, the next priority in 
implementing the IOS will be closing the rail gap between Northern and Southern 
California by crossing the Tehachapi Mountains with new, dedicated high-speed rail 
infrastructure. Prior to completion of the IOS to the San Fernando Valley, this link will tie 
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the north to the south at Palmdale, where Metrolink commuter rail service can then 
provide service and connections throughout Southern California. 

Currently, the IOS is defined as extending from Merced to the San Fernando Valley, and 
high-speed revenue service would only start once the full IOS is built and operable. 
Should ridership and revenue forecasts and financial projections demonstrate that 
revenue service compliant with Proposition 1A could begin earlier, with a shorter IOS, 
appropriate reviews would occur to consider and implement earlier service, if 
appropriate. 

Step 3—The Bay to Basin System. The dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure of the 
IOS will be expanded north and west to San Jose, providing HSR service between the 
state’s major population centers in the north and south and providing the platform for the 
transition to statewide blended operations. At this stage, passengers will be able to take 
a one-seat ride between greater Los Angeles (San Fernando Station) and the San 
Francisco Transbay Transit Center, using blended infrastructure in the north between 
San Francisco and San Jose (assuming electrification of the Caltrain corridor by 2020 as 
proposed by Caltrain), using dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure between San Jose 
and the San Fernando Station, and, in the south, connecting via Metrolink between the 
San Fernando Valley Station and Los Angeles Union Station and on to other points 
throughout Southern California. 

Step 4—The Phase 1 System. For the blended approach, the dedicated high-speed rail 
infrastructure of the Bay-to-Basin system will be extended from the San Fernando Valley 
to Los Angeles Union Station, linking to a significantly upgraded passenger rail corridor 
developed to maximize service between Los Angeles and Anaheim while also 
addressing community concerns about new infrastructure impacts in a congested urban 
corridor that includes a number of established communities that abut the existing right- 
of-way. Under a Full Build scenario, dedicated high-speed rail infrastructure would be 
extended from San Jose to San Francisco’s Transbay Transit Center and from Los 
Angeles to Anaheim. 

Step 5—The Phase 2 System. Phase 2 will extend the high-speed rail system to 
Sacramento and San Diego, representing completion of the 800-mile statewide system. 
Travelers will be able to travel among all of the state’s major population centers on high¬ 
speed rail. Phase 2 areas will see improvements in rail service well in advance of the 
expansion of the high-speed rail system through the combination of early investments 
and blended operations, as described in the Revised 2012 Business Plan. 


^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 

.., ■ _ | _ ,, A Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Karl Authority 'w Administration 







California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Submission BO028 (Gary Patton, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability (Atty. 
For) Wittwer & Parkin, LLP, August 13, 2012) 


m _ 

UUi lHqio ~l 


BO028-1 


. w WITTWER & PARKIN, LLP 

Jnai*4l]«D W m™. SOUTH RIVER STREET. SUITE 2? 1 

liVilliKn P. RuLia SAJvTA CRUZ. CALIFORNIA 96060 

Rr*& D. M*p»h7 TELEFHOISZ (S3 II 

FACSIMILE. (BSI) JW-JD57 

B-MAH. citing'viu^rrpwLia wn 

August 13,2012 

Chairperson and Members 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L S treet, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95514 

RE; Request For Extension of Comment Period on Revised Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (ElR)/£upplemental Drafi Environ mental Impact Statement (EIS) For The 
Fresno To Bakersfield Section of Proposed High-Speed Rail (HSR) Project 

Dear Chairperson Richard and Board Members: 

This letter is submitted on behalf of Citizens For California High Speed Rail 
Accountability (CCHSRA). CCHSRA is a group of residents, farmers, business people, 
and landowners who are concerned that the currently proposed high-speed train project 
will have significant negative impacts throughout the state* and particularly on both natural 
resources and agricultural operations in the proposed Fresno to Bakersfield section of tbc project. 
CCHSRA wishes to play a constructive and positive role as the Authority reviews the possible 
environmental impacts of its proposed construction of high-speed rail facilities in the Fresno 
to Bakersfield section. CCHSRA has obtained legal counsel, to assist the group in making 
its comments pertinent, and to ensure that comments are properly focused on the issues that 
the Authority must study in connection with review of the proposed project under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). In 
addition, CCHSRA has asked a number of experts to review the currently circulating Draft on 
its behalf, to make sure that ail impacts are properly disclosed and analyzed- 

CCHSRA has found that the 60-day review period currently set by the Authority 
{beginning oti July 20, 2012 and ending on September 20, 2012), will not allow an adequate time 
for CCHSRA and other members of the public properly to analyze and comment on the Draft 
environmental documents, in order to participate effectively, CCHSRA members {and other 
members of the public) must review the current Revised Drafi/Supplcmcntal Drafi EIS, plus (he 
earlier Drafi document, plus comments submitted on the earlier Draft, plus the Program Level 
EIIVE3S prepared in 2005, Sixty days is not enough time to permit the kind of public review 
and participation that the law demands. 

The California Environmental Quality Act does require that the Authority provide 
"adequate" time for members of the public to review and comment on the draft EIR it has 
prepared {CEQA Guidelines §15203). In addition, fundamental considerations of due process 
apply, under both the State and Federal Constitutions. The current 60-day comment period docs 
not provide the public with art adequate time to comment, and the failure of the Authority to 
provide an adequate time to comment undermines the Integrity of the current environmental 
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review procedure. This means that the residents, business persons, and landowners most directly 
affected by the proposed project arc being denied an elemental due process opportunity to "be 
heard” before the government takes actions that could, in many cases, put working farms and 
dairies out of business along the proposed Fresno to Bakersfield segment. 

In view of the inadequacy of the review period currently provided, I am requesting, 
on behalf of CCHSRA, that your Board take action at your next meeting to provide for an 
extended and adequate comment period for the above-noted environmental review documents. 
Specifically, 1 am requesting .that the Board extend the current comment deadline from 

September 20. 2012 to October 2ft. 2012 . This time extension would provide an overall 90-day 
comment period, which is the minimum review and comment period that would be adequate. 

The CCHSRA would certainly welcome a longer time extension, but we seriously urge the 
Board to provide the additional thirty days I am requesting in this letter, to permit CCHSRA 
and other interested persons an adequate time to review^ and comment. 

As CEQA provides, at Public Resources Code Section 21005 (a): 

The Legislature finds and declares that it is the policy of the state that 
noncompliance with the information disclosure provisions of this division which 
precludes relevant information from being presented to (he public agency, or 
noncompliance with substantive requirements of this division, may constitute a 
prejudicial abuse of discretion within the meaning of Sections 21165 and 21165.5, 
regardless of whether a different outcome would have resulted if the public 
agency had complied with those provisions. 

The information in the comments that CCHSRA and its members want to supply through 
(heir comments is absolutely “relevant information." We urge the Authority to take seriously its 
responsibility to make sure that such relevant information about the impacts of the proposed 
project is presented to the Authority, as the public agency responsible for making routing and 
related decisions on the proposed high-speed train project in the Central Valley* prior to the 
Board’s decision. The curreni 60-day review period is not fair* and is inconsistent with both 
CEQA and the due process requirements of both the Federal and California Constitutions. 

Unless the review period is extended* as we request, the Authority will not receive ail the 
relevant information it needs, before making a decision on the largest public works project 
ever proposed in the Stale of California. 

Thank you tor your attention to our request, and for your positi ve action in response. 



Very truly yours, 




, Patton* Of Counsel 
AVER & PARKIN, LLP 
leys for CCHSRA 
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 
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October 17,2012 


Fresno to Bakersfield Revised Draft FIR,Supplemental Draft F.IS Comment 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento. CA 95814 


degree feasible, any identified negative impacts. Unfortunately, as outlined in our comments, and in 
the consultants’ comments, and in the other comments submitted by CCHSRA and its members, the 
RDtlR/SDEIS fails to provide the full information and disclosure that CEQA and NEPA demand. The 
RDEIR/SDEIS also fails to identity and recommend measures that would eliminate or mitigate, to the 
greatest degree feasible, the various impacts that the proposed project would have. Because of these 
deficiencies, the RDEIR/SDEIS fails to comply with CEQA and NEPA, and the Authority 
must substantially revise the current RDEIR/SDEIS, and recirculate a revised document for 
additional public review and comment. 

1 Comments 


Dan Richard, Chair 
Board of Directors 

California High-Speed Rail Authority 

RE: Revised Draft F.IR/Supplcmcntal Draft EIS Comment Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


We have the following comments, questions, and observations on the RDEIR/SDEIS: 

1. CCHSRA and a number of its members, as well as other individuals, governmental 
agencies, and groups, have specifically requested that the Authority extend the current 
October 19, 2012 comment deadline. The Authority should do so, for the following reasons: 


Dear California High-Speed Rail Authority: 


Introduction 


This firm represents Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability (CCHSRA). 
CCHSRA is a grassroots, non-profit corporation based in Kings County. California, working to 
ensure that the proposed California high-speed train project does not adversely affect the economy, 
environment, or the quality of life of California's existing communities. The group and its members 
have extensively participated, at all levels, in the administrative process leading up to the preparation 
ar.d circulation for comment of the Revised Draft EIR/Supplcmental Draft EIS on the Fresno to 
Bakersfield Section of the proposed high-speed train project (RDEIR/SDEIS). 

We arc submitting the comments contained in this letter on behalf of CCHSRA. CCHSRA and 
its members will also be submitting other comments on the RDEIR/SDEIS. In addition, the following 
consultants or consulting groups have prepared comments on behalf of CCHSRA, and these comments 
will be submitted individually: Land Protection Partners; Blue Sky Consulting Group; Provost & 
Pritchard Consulting Group, and Solutions Strategies, International, in cooperation with Ybarra 
Company Public Affairs. Both CCHSRA and this law firm submitted comments on an earlier Draft 
EIR/EIS, in connection with an earlier comment period (for reference, the earlier comment letter from 
this firm was dated October 12, 2011). We expect the Authority to provide substantive and specific 
responses to all of our comments (to those comments made currently, and to those made earlier, and 
to those submitted by the consultants working with CCHSRA), as both the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CF.QA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) require. 

The purpose of an EIR, or EIS, is to provide accurate information about potential impacts, so 
that the governmental agencies proposing a project, and the public, can fully understand what impacts 
a proposed project would have, and so the agency can have this information in mind as the agency 
takes action on proposed projects. In addition to this general purpose, CEQA specifically requires 
that a governmental agency proposing a project take action to eliminate, or to mitigate to the greatest 


A. The RDEIR/SDEIS is massive, and the time the Authority provided for public 
review and comment is clearly inadequate to allow the public meaningfully to 
participate in the review process, given the size and complexity of the 
RDEIR/SDEIS. 

B. The RDEIR/SDEIS can only be properly understood when considered in connection 
with a '•program level" EIR/EIS, which is itself massive. This reinforces the need 
for a longer comment period. 

C. A full understanding and evaluation of the RDEIR/SDEIS also requires that 

the document be reviewed in connection with the •‘project" level EIR/EIS prepared 
and certified for the Merced to I resno segment of the proposed high-speed train 
project, since that segment, and the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, are actually 
connected, and represent a single project segment, identified as the "Initial 
Operating Segment" (IOS) of the proposed statewide project. Again, the EIR/EIS 
for the Merced to Fresno segment is itself a massive document, and this fact 
reinforces the need for a longer comment period. 

D. The proposed high-speed train project is the largest public works project ever 
proposed in the State of California, with the potential to have very significant 
negative impacts throughout the state, and certainly within the Fresno to Bakersfield 
segment. The comment period established by the Authority is simply not adequate, 
in terms of providing a reasonable opportunity for members of the public to 
participate and comment on the RDFIR/SDEIS (particularly considering the 
necessarily related documents). Thus, the Authority's failure to provide an extended 
comment period, upon request from responsible individuals, groups, and public 
agencies, represents a fundamental abuse of discretion, and constitutes a 

basic failure to comply with the public policy requirements established by 
CEQA and NEPA. 
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E. Besides what might be called the “general’' objections to the lack of an adequate 
comment period listed above, there is a more “specific” reason that the Authority 
should extend the comment penod. The Authority has failed properly to make 
available the various Technical Reports and studies that arc necessary to understand 
the main RDEIR/SDEIS, and that are referred to in the RDEIR/SDEIS, but that have 
not been made available to members of the public. Public concerns about this basic 
procedural failure to comply with CEQA and NEPA have been drawn to the 
Authority’s attention by CCIISRA members and others, but the Authority has 
ignored this procedural failure. 

Because of federal funding deadlines, which are demanding that this project be treated as a 
short-term “job stimulus" project, instead of the 100-ycar plus public infrastructure project 
that it actually is, the Authority is being pushed to make far-reaching decisions without 
adequate information and analysis. The cunrcnt RDEIR/SDEIS clearly reveals that this is 
so, and this is the opposite of what CEQA and NF.PA require. The time demands generated 
by the proposed use of federal stimulus funding do not trump the legal requirements of 
CEQA and NEPA. To comply with the law, an additional time for comment must 
be provided, if the Authority wishes to prepare a legally adequate Final EIR/EIS based 
on the current RDEIR/SDEIS, and thereafter to base a project decision on such a Final 
EIR/EIS. 


4. The failure of the RDEIR/SDF.IS clearly to describe, in specific terms, what physical 
construction is being proposed leads to a failure of the RDEIR/SDEIS properly to analyze 
the possible environmental impacts of proposed activities in the Fresno to Bakersfield 
segment of the statewide HST system. The following questions, all specifically related 
to project definition, must be clearly addressed in a revised EIR/EIS: 

A. At what level of engineering and design completion is the project being analyzed in 
the RDEIR/SDEIS? 

B. If the project is being analyzed only at the 15% level of design, as appears to 
be the ease, then what will the project be like when 100% designed? 

C. If the Authority is not yet ready to determine basic alignments and the other design 
parameters of the 100% project (the project actually to be constructed) then how can 
the Authority properly analyze the potential environmental impacts of a project that 
is at such an early stage of design? 

D. If the Authority is proposing to construct a project based on “dcsign/build" 
principles, as appears to be the ease, how can the Authority claim to have 
provided proper environmental analysis under CEQA and NEPA for a project 
that is, admittedly, not yet “designed?” 
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2. Both CEQA and NEPA require an EIR to begin by identifying the specific “project" that 
the EIR or EIS will describe and analyze. If an F.IR or E1S docs not adequately identify 
the proposed “project,” then that EIR or EIS is inadequate as a matter of law. In this ease, 
despite all the paper, the RDEIR/SDEIS fails properly to identify the “project” for which 
the environmental review is being carried out. 

3. The project definition issue is raised in the "Preface” to the RDEIR/SDEIS (Page xxxiii), 
but that section actually poses a question (What Is This Document?) rather than providing a 
clear project description. Mentioned in the Preface is the Authority’s proposal to "construct, 
operate, and maintain an electric-powered high-speed train (HST) system in California.” 
The Preface also mentions earlier "program level” environmental review documents, and 
references a “Fresno to Bakersfield HST Section” of the overall HST system. However, the 
RDEIR/SDEIS never actually provides a specific project description, in either the Preface 
or anywhere else, that clearly identifies exactly what “project” the RDEIR/SDF.IS is 
analyzing. The RDEIR/SDEIS does have a brief section at Page xxxvii called "Project 
Description.” but the statement contained there is about what the California High-Speed 
Train Project proposes to W (“to build and operate an approximately 114-mile portion 

of a larger high-speed train (HST) system...’’). This is not an adequate project description, 
for the purposes of CEQA or NEPA, because a project description must clearly say what 
the specific physical project will be. The RDEIRSDEIS fails to do this, anywhere, and this 
js a fundamental flaw under CEQA and NEPA. To respond to this comment, the Authority 
should answer this question: what is the specific “project” that is being proposed, and that 
the RDEIR/SDEIS is seeking to analyze? 
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E. If the project is to provide high-speed train service, doesn’t that require 
electrification? 

F. If the project is to provide high-speed train service, and electrification is required, 
then where is the specific description of the proposed electrification system, and 
where is the specific analysis related to the proposed electrification system? 

Sections 2.2.6.1 and 2.2.6.3 are “conceptual,” and do not describe the elements 
of the required electrification infrastructure at the level of detail needed for a 
“project level” review under CEQA and NEPA. 

G. Is the project analyzed in the RDEIR/SDEIS supposed to be the same as the 
"project” described in the latest edition of the Authority’s “Business Plan?" If 
so, doesn’t that latest edition of the “Business Plan" indicate that the Fresno to 
Bakersfield portion of the statewide HST would not be electrified, as initially 
constructed? 

H. How is the project analyzed in the RDEIR/SDEIS related to the project 
requirements spelled out in Proposition 1 A, which will provide significant funding 
for the construction of the IOS. including that portion of the IOS located between 
Fresno and Bakersfield? Doesn’t Proposition 1 A say that any segment using 
Proposition 1A funding must be "suitable and ready” for high-speed train operation? 
Doesn’t that mean that the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, as part of the Initial 
Operating Segment (IOS), must be electrified? 
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I. In view of the fact that there may not be funding for the electrification piece 

of the proposed project in the Merced to Bakersfield Initial Operating Segment, or 
in the Fresno to Bakersfield segment of the proposed statewide system, is it possible 
that the physical project actually constructed will end up being a non-electrified set 
of train tracks? Even if funding for the electrification piece is ultimately found, isn't 
it true that the Fresno to Bakersfield portion of the statewide HST will initially be 
non-electrified? 

J. If the answer to the Questions in “I” is '‘yes," then what w ill be the impacts of the 
project after its construction as a non-clcctrificd set of train tracks? Despite all the 
paper, the RDEIR/SDtlS docs not describe or analyze the impacts of a 
non-clcctrificd set of train tracks between Fresno and Bakersfield, which is 
apparently what is going to be most immediately constructed. What will those 
impacts be? What will be the benefits? 

K. If the project most immediately proposed for construction docs not include 
electrification, and thus will actually be a set of non-electrified train tracks, is 
the Authority planning to do subsequent environmental review, under CEQA 

and NEPA, pnor to implementing the eventual electrification of the tracks, so as to 
evaluate the potential impacts of the electrification elements of the ultimate project? 

L. If the answ er to Question “K” is “no," then how can the current RDEIR/SDEIS be 
considered adequate, since the electrification parts of the project have not been fully 
described or analyzed? 

M. If the answer to Question “K" is “yes," then how can the current RDEIR/SDEIS 
avoid the concern that it is “pieccmcaling” the project, which is not allowed under 
cither CEQA or NEPA? 

N. In the discussion found in Section 1.6 (Page 1 -30), the RDEIR/SDEIS states that the 
latest edition of the Authority's “Business Plan" “outlines the type of high-speed rail 
service the Authority (nowj plans to develop," calling it a “blended approach." One 
major difference between the “blended approach" and the plan analyzed in the 
"program level” EIR/KIS completed in 2005 is that the tracks to be used by 
high-speed trains arc now not going to be dedicated solely to HST use. In view of 
this change in the “Business Planis the project now fundamentally different from 
the project analyzed in the 2005 “program level" EIR/EIS? If not, why not? 

As this comment (and the questions above) make clear, the Authority has not yet 
determined, and specifically defined, the actual, physical “project" it intends to construct 
in the area between Fresno and Bakersfield. Thus (despite all the paper), ii is impossible 
for the Authority to carry out its legal obligations under CEQA and NEPA. Because there 
is no adequate project definition, which is the starting place for the EIR/EIS process under 
both CEQA and NEPA, the RDEIR/SDEIS is legally deficient. 


5. An EIR or EIS that “tiers” from earlier “program level” EIR or EIS must provide an 
adequate “roadmap" to these first-tier documents, including to any technical appendices 
upon which they rely. If an EIR or EIS fails adequately to provide such a “roadmap,” then 
that EIR or EIS violates the informational requirements of both CEQA and NEPA, and such 
EIR or EIS is inadequate as a matter of law. In this case, the RDEIR/SDEIS docs not 
provide the required “roadmap." In fact, it appears (see Question N, above) that the project 
now proposed is fundamentally different from the project proposed and analyzed at die 
“program level” in 2005. Because of this failure properly to “tier” from the “program 

level to the “project level," the RDEIR/SDEIS is inadequate as a matter of law. T he 
RDEIR/SDEIS cannot rely on decisions supposedly made at the “program level” to 
avoid adequate environmental analysis now. 

6. An examination of the “program level" EIR/EIS makes clear that the “tiering” process 
has broken down, and that the RDEIR/SDEIS docs not actually build from a foundation at 
the "program” level. For instance, the Final Program Level EIR/EIS says this (in Volume 1: 
Chapter 3 Part I): 

The Authority has focused on avoiding and minimizing potential impacts through 
rigorous planning and thoughtful design. The Authority has minimized overall impact 
potential by definin g al ignments to stay within existing p ub lic and railroad rights-of- 
way to the extent feasible while still accommodating the appropriate features and 
design standards for the alternatives (emphasis added). 

The alignments specified in the RDEIR/SDEIS arc not, in large part, "within existing public 
and railroad rights-of-way," and the RDEIR/SDEIS does not, therefore, property “tier” 
off the program level EIR/EIS. The RDEIR/SDEIS does not indicate how the route(s) 
now presented were chosen, nor docs the RDEIR/SDEIS demonstrate how the routes 
presented in the RDEIR/SDEIS would comply with and carry out the commitment made 
in the program level EIR/EIS that the actual routes ultimately used would “stay within 
existing public and railroad rights-of-way to the extent feasible." This failure of proper 
tiering, and the failure of the RDEIR/SDEIS to provide an analytic “roadmap" that makes 
it clear how the “program level” EIR/EIS is connected to the analysis presented in the 
“project level” RDEIR/SDEIS, makes the RDEIR/SDEIS inadequate, as a matter of law. 

7. As another example of the same phenomenon, the "program level” EIR/EIS states the 

following (Volume 1: Chapter 3 Part 1): 

While the Program level of environmental analysis has provided a means to avoid and 
minimize impacts in the selection of corridor options for further consideration, it docs 
not identify specific impacts or mitigation. Most of the potential impacts associated 
with the implementation of the proposed HST system arc highly site-specific in nature. 
These site specific issues would be addressed during subsequent project level 
environmental review, based on more precise information regarding location and design 
of the facilities proposed (c.g., physical configuration (elevated, at-gradc}, specific 
location, right of way footprint, catenary design features, fencing type and station 
access configuration, etc.). The level of engineering detail associated with the project 
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level environmental analysis would cnahle the Authority to further investigate ways to 
avoid, minimize and mitigate potential impacts. Only after the alignment is refined and 
the facilities are fully defined through project level analysis, and site-specific avoidance 
and minimization efforts have been exhausted, would specific impacts and mitigation 
measures be addressed. 

Because the “project level’' RDEIR/SDEIS is apparently only based on a 15% level of 
engineering design, and the “project” is not well defined, as earlier noted, and because the 
whole concept of the HST system has changed, and because the basic alignment which the 
Authority is proposing to choose as "the project" is still not certain, those impacts that arc 
“highly sitc-spccific in nature" have not been given a genuine "project level” review in the 
RDEIR/SDEIS. and that means that the RDEIR/SDEIS is legally inadequate. 

8. Effectively, the RDEIR/SDEIS is nothing more than a supplement to the earlier “program 
level” EIR/EIS, revealing a set of significant “program level” changes. The environmental 
analysis contained in the RDEIR/SDEIS is actually at a “program level.” not a “project 
level.” The RDEIR/SDEIS docs not conform to the promises made in the “program level” 
EIR/EIS that the expected “project level” environmental document would provide an 
analysis that is “highly site-specific in nature.” In short, the RDEIR/SDEIS is legally 
inadequate as a “project level” document. 

9. The failure of the “project level” RDEIR/SDEIS to tier properly from the “program level” 
EIR/EIS, completed in 2005, is found throughout the RDEIR/SDEIS. Again, the failure 
properly to “tier” from the “program level” EIR/EIS to the RDEIR/SDEIS means that the 
RDEIR/SDEIS is legally deficient, and this deficiency in the RDEIR/SDEIS can be seen in 
most of the key areas of CEQA and NEPA analysis. 


determined is an appropriate project segment. To do that is to “piecemeal” the “whole” 
of the proposed construction project, and that is what CEQA and NEPA do not allow. 

The Authority has indicated in its Business Plan that the Initial Operating Segment (IOS) 
for the statewide system will be built from Merced to Bakersfield. This decision is a 
decision by the Authority on what constitutes an appropriate segment of the statewide 
system to treat as an individual construction “project.” That decision having been made, 
it is not consistent with either CEQA or NEPA for the Authority artificially to divide 
that project (the IOS) into two different segments, and to analyze them separately. 

Yet. that is exactly what the Authority is seeking to do. 

The Authority has previously certified a stand-alone EIR/EIS for the portion of the system 
running from Merced to Fresno, and now seeks to do another stand-alone analysis for the 
portion of the system running from Fresno to Bakersfield. This is an attempt to “piecemeal” 
the “whole" project, since the proposed construction “project.” in this ease, is the IOS. as 
established by the Authority itself, and that IOS runs from Merced to Bakersfield. 

Here arc just two reasons why this concern about “pieccmcaling” the environmental 
analysis of the IOS makes a real difference in the real world: 

A. A major environmental impact of the proposed construction (in both the Merced 
to Fresno and the Fresno to Bakersfield ''segments” of the IOS is the impact of 
the proposed construction on farms and farmland. By separating this unified 
segment (the IOS) into two independent segments, the Authority greatly 
diminishes its ability to seek the route between Merced and Bakersfield that 
can best eliminate or minimize the project's impact on farms and farmlands. 


10. CEQA and NEPA arc clear that an EIR must describe and analyze the "whole” project 
being proposed. If an EIR or EIS attempts to “piecemeal" a project, dividing up a larger 
project into smaller parts, and then analyzes only a part." rather than the "whole” of the 
proposed project, then that EIR or EIS is inadequate as a matter of law. Our comments 
have already noted the lack of specificity and clarity about the “project description" in 
the current RDEIR/SDEIS. Iliis failure correctly to define the “project” is tied to the 
Authority's failure to study the “whole” of the proposed project in an adequate and 
legally sufficient way. 

In one sense, of course, the entire high-speed train system outlined in the two 
“program level" EIR/EIS documents, with Phase I of this system running from Los 
Angeles/Anaheim to San Francisco, is the "whole” project We do not here contend that 
the Authority is legally obligated to do a project level environmental review of that entire 
project, all at one time. Instead, we believe that CEQA and NEPA would permit the 
Authority to divide up the statewide project into appropriate “segments." and to treat the 
construction proposed for each “segment" as an independent "project” to be analyzed in 
an EIR/EIS. While this approach is reasonable in general, the law does not permit the 
Authority to focus its CEQA and NEPA review on only a part of what the Authority has 


B. Since the entire IOS, running from Merced to Bakersfield, is the initial segment 
that the Authority plans to construct, the funding available for both construction 
and necessary mitigation measures must be applied over both the Merced to 
Fresno portion of the route, and the Fresno to Bakersfield portion of the route. 

1 lowever, if the mitigations and the construction details for one portion of the 
unified IOS has been determined before any attention is given to the second 
portion, the second portion (in this case the Fresno to Bakersfield portion) is 
shortchanged. 

CCHSRA has been consistent in this matter. In our October 12, 2011 letter on behalf of 
CCHSRA, commenting on the DEIR/DEIS for the Merced to Fresno portion of the IOS, 
we protested the “piecemealing” process: 

The Draft EIR/EIS Improperly Piecemeals Consideration of Project Impacts. 

CEQA forbids public agencies from “piecemealing" or segmenting a project by splitting 
it into two or more parts, and then analyzing the parts independently. It is clear that 
neither the statute nor the courts will permit “environmental considerations ... [to]... 
become submerged by chopping a large project into many little ones, each with a 
potential impact on the environment, which cumulatively may have disastrous 



CALIFORNIA 

High-Speed Roil Authority 


U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Railroad 

Administration 


Page 40-204 







California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Submission BO029 (Gary A. Patton, Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability (Atty. 
For) Wittwer & Parkin, LLP, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


9 


10 


BO029-11 


BO029-12 


BO029-12 

consequences" (Burbank Glendale-Pasadena Airport Authority v. Hensler (1991) 233 
Cal.App.3d 577. 592). 


followed by an opportunity for further public review and comment, the RDEIR/SDEIS is 
legally deficient. 


Our protests were not heeded then. We hope this time they will be. It continues to be true 
that the Authority is attempting to divide a single project (the proposed construction in the 
IOS) into two different pans, and then to analyze each pan independently. This is not 
permitted by CEQA or NEPA. and to the extent that the Authority docs not correct this 
error, and consider the proposed construction of the IOS from Merced to Bakersfield as 
a single “project," the RDEIR/SDEIS is legally inadequate. 

11. CEQA and NEPA require an EIR or EIS fully to disclose the impacts of a proposed project. 
That means that the EIR or EIS must survey existing conditions adequately, to establish the 
“baseline” from which project impacts will be measured. If an EIR or EIS fails adequately 
to establish the existing ’‘baseline" conditions that will be affected by a proposed project, 
then that EIR or EIS is inadequate as a matter of law. As the individually submitted 
comments prepared by Land Protection Partners, Provost & Pritchard, and Blue Sky 
Consulting Group make clear, the RDEIR/SDEIS has failed to establish an appropriate 
“baseline” from which to measure various kinds of environmental impacts. The problem is 
general throughout the RDEIR/SDEIS. Onee the document has been revised to incorporate 
appropriate baseline information, the identified impacts of the proposed project must then 
be specifically and properly related to the baseline conditions After that is done, the 
corrected document must then be recirculated for additional public review and comment. 

12. Attached to this letter [Attachment A] is a letter to the Authority dated October 13,2011, 
from the American Farmland Trust (AFT). Its remarks are incorporated here by reference. 
The AFT points out that the Draft EIR/EIS for the Merced to Fresno portion of the 
proposed IOS makes a completely unsubstantiated claim that the high-speed train system 
would “concentrate growth,” while all reliable information indicates just the opposite. 
Essentially, the same claim is made in the RDEIR/SDEIS. on Page 3.18-36 (“the US 1 
alternative would encourage more compact, efficient land use in the region...”). What 
factual information, if any, justifies that claim? 

13. We note that the RDEIR/SDEIS does admit that the proposed Kings/Tularc Regional 
Stations would have a significant growth-inducing impact (Page 3.18-35). The suggestion 
in the RDEIR/SDEIS is that the Authority “would support local government regulations to 
continue to discourage growth in the agricultural area around the Kings'Tulare Regional 
Station alternatives” (Page 3.18-37). This is obviously not an adequate or effective 
mitigation measure for what is clearly a significant impact, since the Authority s "support 
for good land use planning would have no legal impact, and the statement that the Authority 
would provide such “support” is simply a pious statement that would have no effect 
whatsoever on the real impact of the construction it is proposing to carry out. Since the 
RDEIR/SDEIS properly finds a real impact on key agricultural resources, the Authority 
should do more than make pious statements. The RDEIR/SDEIS must be revised to include 
an analysis of how the proposed project could be redesigned to eliminate the placement of 
these two proposed stations, and to evaluate the impact that this would have on the ability 
of the project to achieve its overall objectives. Without adding this kind of analysis. 


14. As indicated in the AFT letter, the likely impact of the proposed project would be 
significant new growth inducement and sprawl, with attendant impacts on water supply 
and water quality, air quality, and loss of productive farmlands (beyond those more directly 
impacted by the construction of the project). The RDEIR/SDEIS admits that the proposed 
project would increase population by approximately 2% to 3% over the 2035 population 
forecasted for the four-county region and would also increase employment by about 3% 
over the otherwise expected growth (Pages 3.18-30 and 3.18-32). The RDEIR/SDEIS 
then illogically concludes that this new economic and population growth would lead to 
“reduced automobile travel on major freeways” (Page 3.18-30). How can the Authority 
claim that there will be significant new population growth and economic growth, but that 
local use of freeways will go down? What facts substantiate this claim? 

15. CEQA requires public agencies to avoid or mitigate the significant environmental impacts 
of the projects that it approves or carries out, whenev er it is feasible for the agency to do 
that. The EIR for a project must adequately describe and analyze the mitigation measures 
that will be utilized to comply with this “substantiv e mandate” of CEQA. If an EIR fails 
to establish performance standards for proposed mitigation measures, or fails adequately 
to describe and analyze all the likely impacts of proposed mitigation measures, including 
secondary impacts, then that EIR Is inadequate as a matter of law. In addition, CEQA also 
docs not allow public agencies to “defer" the development of proposed mitigation 
measures. As illustrated in the comments of the consultants who reviewed the 
RDEIR/SDEIS on behalf of CCHSRA, the RDEIR/SDEIS systematically defers or 

fails adequately to propose the kind of detailed mitigation measures that CEQA requires 
be developed, and then adopted as conditions in connection with any project approval. 
Appropriate mitigation measures for identified impacts must be proposed in a revised 
EIR/EIS, and that revised document must then be recirculated for further public comment. 

16. CEQA and NEPA require an agency proposing a project to discuss and analyze a 
reasonable range of alternatives. If an EIR or EIS fails to describe and analyze truly 
different alternatives, or fails to make an adequate comparison between different 
alternatives, then that FIR or EIS is inadequate as a matter of law. The RDEIR/SDEIS 
fails to propose and analyze a reasonable range of alternatives, as both CEQA and NEPA 
absolutely require. This is particularly important in the context of CEQA, because it is 
only through an adequate alternatives analysis that the agency can find ways to comply 
with CEQA’s “substantive mandate" to eliminate or mitigate environmental impacts to the 
greatest degree feasible. The current RDEIR/SDEIS fails the test, at least partly because it 
erroneously relies on earlier, so-called Tier 1 documents that the Authority considers to 
have “settled” various questions. As noted earlier, the current Draft EIR/EIS is not properly 
tiered on earlier documents, and that means that the RDEIR/SDEIS must truly consider 
potential alternatives that could avoid routing the proposed HST through the middle of 
hundreds of productive farms. The rouling(s) proposed in the RDEIR/SDEIS all place the 
future of the agricultural economy of the Central Valley at significant risk. CCHSRA asks, 
specifically: why not really examine and analyze an alternative generally following the 
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route of 1-5? We ask the Authority to analyze this 1-5 alternative, and other reasonable 
alternatives that actually follow existing transportation corridors, in a redrafted and 
recirculated EIR/EIS. 

17. An examination of the 1-5 alternative is particularly justified because the 1-5 corridor was 
never actually given any extensive analysis. A “Timeline” that demonstrates this fact is 
attached to this letter (Attachment BJ. In addition, as indicated in the quotation below, the 
main reason given in the Final “Program Level** FIR/EIS for eliminating the 1-5 alignment 
was that an alignment along Highway 99 was held to have more benefits than an 1-5 
alignment, specifically because more riders would be attracted (Final Program Level 
EIR/EIS. Page 2-34): 

C. INTERSTATE 5 CORRIDOR (SACRAMENTO TO BAKERSFIELD) 

Review of the 1-5 and SR-99 corridors showed that, although the SR-99 corridor options 
would be about 6% more costly than the 1-5 corridor options, the SR-99 corridor would 
provide far better service to the growing Central Valley population, while offering fast, 
competitive service between the San Francisco Bay Area and Los Angeles metropolitan 
regions. The SR-99 corridor was found to have the highest overall ridership potential, 
with ridership projections estimated at 1.2 million more annual passengers than the 
highest 1-5 corridor projections (Charles River Associates 1996). The 1-5 corridor has 
very little existing or projected population between the San Francisco Bay Area and Los 
Angeles. In contrast, according to the California Department of Finance, well over 3 
million residents, are projected to live between Fresno and Bakersfield along the SR-99 
corridor by 2015, which directly serves all the major Central Valley cities (Charles 
River Associates 1996) Residents along the SR-99 corridor lack a competitive 
transportation alternative to the automobile, and the Commission’s detailed ridership 
analysis showed that they would be ideal candidates to use an HST system. The 1-5 
corridor would not be compatible with current land use planning in the Central Valley 
that accommodates growth in the communities along the SR-99 corridor. Express trains 
in the SR-99 corridor would connect San Francisco to Fresno in just 1 hr and 15 min, 
and Fresno to Los Angeles in 1 hr and 20 min. This corridor would link San Francisco 
to Bakersfield in about 1 hr and 50 min, and Bakersfield to Ixjs Angeles in less than 50 
min. Hie SR-99 corridor was estimated to have 3.3 million more intermediate-market 
ridership (passengers to or from the Central Valley) per year than the highest 1-5 
corridor projections. Therefore, while SR-99 corridor travel times would be 11 to 16 
min longer than the 1-5 alternatives between l.os Angeles and San Francisco, overall 
ridership and revenue for the SR-99 corridor would be higher. The Commission 
considered linking the 1-5 corridor to Fresno and Bakersfield with spur lines but 
rejected this concept since it would add approximately S2 billion to the 1-5 corridor 
capital costs, provide less ridership than the SR-99 corridor, and create severe- 
operational constraints (California Intercity High Speed Rail Commission 1996). 

Even if the ridership analysis used by the Authority were reliable, which it is not, the 
current project proposal no longer follows an alignment along Highway 99 between Fresno 
and Bakersfield, nor is such an alignment adequately analyzed in the RDEJR/SDEIS. The 
decision to exclude an analysis of the 1-5 alternative cannot, therefore, be justified by a 


claim that the Highway 99 alignment was analyzed instead as a preferable example of an 
alignment following a major transportation corridor. 

The 1-5 alignment must be studied to provide the required 'reasonable range of 
alternatives.” Ihat means “real” alternatives, proposing different approaches to achieving 
project objectives The so-called “alternatives” actually presented in the RDEIR/SDF.IS arc 
not “real” alternatives, but arc merely variations of a single alignment option, an alignment 
that goes through productive farm areas, instead of along existing transportation corridors, 
which is what the “program level" EIR/EIS promised in 2005. This is indisputably a 
situation in which an alternative (the 1-5 alternative) has been refined out of the project 
level environmental document without an adequate explanation why it is not the least 
environmentally harmful alternative, and in that sort of situation, both CEQA and NF.PA 
demand that an adequate and responsible review of this alternative be provided in the EIR 
or EIS. 

It is telling that in a November 2002 MOU between the Authority and United States 
Department of Transportation, the Federal Railroad Administration, the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency, and the United States Army Corps of Engineers, 
a copy of which is attached to this letter [Attachment CJ, and which governs the joint 
environmental review of the HST project by the signatory agencies, there is a specific 
promise that Tier 2 project level reviews will not necessarily be limited to Tier 1 program 
level alternatives: 

As sections of the proposed HST system are advanced, these Tier 2 reviews will 
examine a range of HS T project alternatives within corridors and at station locations 
selected in the Tier 1 EIR/EIS in addition to other corridors or alternatives that may be 
identified through public scoping, or through the availability of new information or 
analysis not considered during the Tier l phase, as well as a no action alternative. 
[MOU. Page 3] 

Both CEQA and NEPA require that the RDEIR/SDF.IS review a reasonable range 
of alternatives. That means, without doubt, that the RDEIR/SDEIS must analyze an 1-5 
alternative, with the revised document then recirculated for additional public comment. 

18. The MOU just referenced in Comment #17 [Attachment C] reinforces a point made earlier 
in this comment letter. The MOU indicates that the Army Corps of Engineers requires a 
”60 percent or greater engineering design...." before it will be able to made a preliminary 
recommendation on the proposed project [MOU, Page B-5]. As indicated earlier, the 
“project” for which the RDEIR/SDLIS has been prepared is not yet a clear, certain, and 
well-defined “project," and thus the RDEIR/SDEIS is legally inadequate. 

19. Attached to this letter is a map showing the location of an oil field, and nearby water 
wells [Attachment DJ, which would be directly impacted by the proposed Wasco-Shafter 
Bypass Alternative. The possible groundwater and safety impacts of this alignment have 
not been adequately studied in the RDF.IR/SDEIS. It is also worth noting that the 
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Wasco-Shaftcr Bypass Alternative would conflict with four more petroleum and 
fuel pipelines than would the corresponding section of the BNSF Alternative. 

20. Attached is a Table [Attachment H] summarizing information from revised Task Orders 
from several Master Agreements between the Authority and local agencies and utilities, 

all relating to the construction proposed in the Merced to Fresno segment. The Task Orders 
themselves arc not attached here, but arc, of course, in the possession of the Authority. 

The Task Orders show that the costs of utility and roadway relocation and new construction BO029-18 

activities will exceed S1.5 Billion for the 29-milc “Construction Package 1” (CPI) area. 

When that cost is extrapolated to the entire 130-mile “Initial Operating Segment” (lOS) 
these costs would exceed $6.9 Billion. Notably, these costs do not include right of way 
acquisition, track construction, station construction, the construction of a Heavy 
Maintenance Facility, or any mitigation oosts. In view of these demonstrated costs, 
which provide a realistic look at the magnitude of the costs associated with the HST, 
the point earlier made about the need to consider the entire IOS as an integrated “whole” 
is dramatized. These costs also raise a question whether any mitigation whatsoever will 
ever be implemented, and make it particularly suspect that any “deferred” mitigation or 
analysis will ever be done. How can the Authority actually guarantee that identified 
environmental impacts will be mitigated, in view of the limited funds currently available 
for the project, and the demonstrable truth that the costs of the project, within the Merced 
to Bakersfield segment of the system, exceed currently available funds? 

21. The Authority’s Technical Memo TM-2.1.2, approved in March, 2009. indicates that the 
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) docs not have current track safety standards that 
would permit the operation of trains at speeds over 200 miles per hour. This Technical 
Memo can be found at - http://cahighspeedrail.ca.gOv/asscts/0/l 52/30l/c5d9fat3-d8bl- 
487d-8900-aa2a0l3754cd.pdf. 

We believe that the RDEIR/SDEIS is deficient in not providing an adequate analysis of 
various safety-related issues, specifically issues involving the following factors: 

A. The high speeds proposed for trains. 


D. The impact of ground vibration on the soft soils characteristic of much of the 
land between Fresno and Bakersfield, including soil types along each of the 
various alignments identified in the RDEIR/SDEIS. 

Wc believe that the Final RDEIR/SDEIS must do additional analysis of these issues, with 
a specific focus on the intersection between speed, vibration, and soil type. The analysis 
provided in the current RDtIR/SDF.IS is inadequate. Attached is the Table of Contents of 
a book titled. Noise and vibration from high-speed trains [Attachment F). Wc believe that 
this book, and other technical references, should be utilized by the Authority to develop an 
adequate analysis of these potentially serious safety issues. If rail defects were to occur 
because of the combination of train speed, vibration, and soil type, the consequences in a 
“best case” scenario would be a substantial addition to maintenance costs, coupled with 
associated disruptions to service (which obviously would have revenue impacts). In the 
worse case, both loss of life and significant property damage might result. Additional 
analysis is needed as a Final EIR/EIS is developed. 

22. It is impossible properly to evaluate the proposed high-speed train system, or to carry out 
an adequate environmental review and analysis of the proposed project, without making 
certain that the “ridership” assumptions used in designing the system (and in evaluating 
its impacts) arc well founded and accurate. In effect, the ridership modeling utilized by 
the Authority was an essential part of the project description. In this case, the Authority 
has based its system design on a ridership model and analysis provided by Cambridge 
Systematics. The model Cambridge Systcmatics model has been properly criticized by 
experts in transportation modeling, and its flaws have been demonstrated. These critical 
reviews, which have found the Cambridge Systematics model to be inadequate, include an 
analysis by the prestigious Institute of Transportation Studies at UC Berkeley. In short, the 
ridership model is so deficient that it cannot be relied upon to give accurate information that 
will provide a good basis for system design. A community group called Californians 
Advocating Responsible Rail Design (CARRD), and one of the group’s founding members. 
Elizabeth Alexis, have provided an accurate and principled critique of the Cambridge 
Systematics model. Materials commenting on ridership, demonstrating the inadequacy 
of the model used, arc located at - h ttp://www.calhsr.com/rcs ou rccs/ridcnihi p-f orecast/ 


B- The need for constant inspection and repair of the high-speed train track. 

(A disadvantage of traditional track, as proposed by the Authority, is the 

heavy demand for maintenance of surfacing and lining). BO029-19 

C. The collective combination of high capacity, low minimum headway, certain 
types of soil profiles, heavy rolling stock, and high speeds which can trigger 
internal pressure shock and significant amplification of track vibratory and 
ground motions leading to rapid deterioration of the sub-rail components and 
the track itself (damage and/or displacement) which leads to catastrophic failure 
(derailment) and possible ground failure. 


The CARRD website, referenced, contains a specific analysis and critique of the segment 
of the ridership modeling used by the Authority for the IOS, including for the part of the 
system between Fresno and Bakersfield. One major flaw in the Cambridge Systematics 
model is an erroneous frequency of service coefficient. 

It is imperative that the Authority correct its ridership model and reanalyze the proposed 
project using a model that will accurately predict ridership, coupling that analysts with 
corrections to other assumptions that are key to developing an accurate prediction of 
ridership and patronage. We specifically refer the Authority to the analysis submitted 
by Blue Sky Consulting Group, pointing out other specific problems with the way the 
Authority has proceeded with respect to analyzing possible impacts the RDEIR/SDEIS. 
Once a revised EIR/EIS has been prepared, utilizing an accurate ridership model, and 
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accurate transportation demand assumptions, that revised document must be recirculated for 
further public comment. 

23. As briefly noted earlier, the RDEIR/SDEIS docs not properly analyze what the impacts of 
the proposed project will be if the entire statewide system is not completed. In fact, there is 
very little funding cuncntly available to build the entire high-speed train project. It “might 
be,” thus, that the complete project will never be completed in the form envisioned in the 
2005 “program level” EIR/EIS. Even if the entire system is completed “sometime." it is 
likely that the project will not be completed “soon.” Because this is true, the RDEIR/SDEIS 
must analyze the “possible” impacts that are associated with partial completion, delayed 
completion, or non-completion of the overall, statewide project. This kind of analysis has 
not beer, done, and until it is done, the RDEIR/SDEIS is deficient under CEQA and NEPA. 

Virtually all of the possible “benefits” of the project, potentially including air quality 
improvements, the diversion of automobile and airplane trips to rail, the elimination of 
greenhouse gas emissions, and the reduction of the need to build more highways and 
airports, depend on the project being finished. Since that is not certain, the RDEIR/SDEIS 
must be augmented by an accurate analysis of what the impacts will be if the project is not 
completed, or if it is completed on a much later schedule than currently anticipated: 

A. What will the net air quality impacts be if the project is not completed? 

B. What will be the impact on the state’s highway system if the project is not 
completed? 

C. What will be the impacts on transportation in the Central Valley if the project is not 
completed? 

Unless the RDEIR/SDEIS answers these (and similar) questions, it is legally deficient. 

24. We believe that the RDEIR/SDEIS docs not adequately analyze the possible impacts of one 
of the proposed alignments on the AUensworth State Historic Park. The Park is mentioned, 
mostly in passing, ?n several places in the RDEIR/SDEIS, but the potential impacts of a 
high-speed train system on the Park arc not actually outlined or analyzed. We have attached 
various materials relating to this issue (Attachment GJ. While these materials attached 
related to a different potential impact (a proposed dairy operation), it is clear from a review 
of these materials that the Park has a great historical significance, and that its recreational, 
historic, and cultural values could be very significantly impaired by one of the proposed 
alignments. The Final EIR/EIS for the proposed project needs to carry out a comprehensive 
environmental review of this potential impact. 


1 Conclusion 

Thank you for taking our comments seriously. We hope that after reviewing and responding 
to our comments, and to the comments of other interested individuals, groups, and governmental 
agencies, that the Authority will issue a revised EIR/EIS that conforms to the requirements of 
CEQA and NEPA, and that the Authority will then circulate this redrafted document for further 
public review and comment. We strongly believe that this is what the law requires. 
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Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-07. 

The Authority and FRA believe the public and agency review and public comment period 
provided on the Draft EIR/EIS and Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS was adequate; 
none of the concerns raised by the commenter warrant extending the review period 
beyond that which has already been provided. 

BOQ29-2 

Chapter 2, Altenatives, of the EIR/EIS provides a description of the proposed project 
and the alternatives carried forward in the environmental document. This description 
includes the type of train to be used, the traction power system, the horizontal and 
vertical location of track alternatives, cross sections of the infrastructure with 
measurements, precise station footprints with site configuration for station alternatives, 
and temporary construction staging sites and facilities. The EIR/EIS provides a "project 
footprint" overlaid on parcel maps, which shows the outside envelope of all disturbance, 
including both permanent infrastructure and temporary construction activity. The 
EIR/EIS also includes the amount of land to be acquired/disturbed, heavy maintenance 
facility alternatives, transmission lines and substations with access roads and spur 
roads, types and locations of water crossings, extent of ballast and tie versus concrete 
slab track, wildlife crossing structures, modified highway intersections and frontage 
roads, new and modified roadway overpasses, and construction staging areas and 
concrete batch plants. This information is adequate to conduct an environmental 
analysis of project alternatives. 

BOQ29-3 

Chapter 2.0 of the EIR/EIS provides a description of the proposed project and the 
alternatives carried forward in the environmental document. This description includes 
the type of train to be used, the traction power system, the horizontal and vertical 
location of track alternatives, cross sections of the infrastructure with measurements, 
precise station footprints with site configuration for station alternatives, and temporary 
construction staging sites and facilities. The EIR/EIS provides a a "project footprint" 
overlaid on parcel maps, which shows the outside envelope of all disturbance, including 
both permanent infrastructure and temporary construction activity. The EIR/EIS also 
includes the amount of land to be acquired/disturbed, heavy maintenance facility 
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alternatives, transmission lines and substations with access roads and spur roads, types 
and locations of water crossings, extent of ballast and tie versus concrete slab track, 
wildlife crossing structures, modified highway intersections and frontage roads, new and 
modified roadway overpasses, and construction staging areas and concrete batch 
plants. This information is more than adequate to conduct an environmental analysis of 
project alternatives. 

BOQ29-4 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-PU&E-OI, FB-Response-PU&E-02. 

An EIR project description is intended to be general, not detailed (California 
Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] Guidelines Section 15124[c]). Final design—or even 
advanced design—of infrastructure is not required in the project description (Dry Creek 
Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare [1999] 70 Cal.App.4th 20, 36). The project 
description in the EIR/EIS is adequate to conduct an environmental analysis of project 
alternatives. The term "15% design" is an engineering term of art that refers to the level 
of engineering prepared on FIST project elements for the EIR/EIS. The 15% design 
generates detailed information, like the horizontal and vertical location of track, cross 
sections of the infrastructure with measurements, precise station footprints with site 
configuration, and temporary construction staging sites and facilities. The 15% design 
also yields a "project footprint" overlaid on parcel maps, which shows the outside 
envelope of all disturbance, including both permanent infrastructure and temporary 
construction activity. This 15% design translates into a project description in the EIR/EIS 
with 100% of the information that is required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 
(see Dry Creek, above, 70 Cal.App.4th at pp. 27-36 [upholding EIR conceptual project 
description as adequate when based on preliminary design]). 

Section 2.2.6, Traction Power Distribution, of the Final EIR/EIS describes the 
electrification of the HST System. 

BOQ29-5 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13, FB-Response-GENERAL-12. 
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Like many large infrastructure projects, the HST System would be built in phases. The 
initial construction section is the first phase in construction of the system. It is not the 
final project. The final project is the project defined in Proposition 1 A. Please see the 
Revised 2012 Business Plan (Authority 2012a) on the Authority's website for a 
description of project phasing. 

BOQ29-7 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13, FB-Response-GENERAL-17. 

It is not true that the Initial Operating Section (IOS) will not be electrified. After the 
foundations, embankments, and structures are built, the rails will be installed. After the 
rails are installed, the traction power equipment will be installed. Amtrak can use the IOS 
before, during, and after installation of the traction power equipment. This comment 
implies that phased construction means only one phase will be built. However, one 
phase is not what is planned or presented in the EIR/EIS or the Revised 2012 Business 
Plan (Authority 2012a). 

This comment also assumes that a lead agency must define its project based on 
available funding. However, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) includes 
no such rule, and courts cannot impose procedural or substantive requirements beyond 
those explicitly stated in the statute or Guidelines (Pub. Res. Code § 21083.1). Such a 
rule would force lead agencies to re-define their projects every time funding changes, a 
result that would be in direct conflict with the "rule of reason" that governs EIRs (Laurel 
Heights Improvement Assn. v. UC Regents [1988] 47 Cal .3d 376, 406-407). 

BOQ29-8 

The Authority has prioritized a portion of the Merced to Fresno Section and the Fresno 
to Bakersfield Section as the first section of the California HST System to be built to 
meet the funding requirements of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 
(ARRA). This Initial Construction Section (ICS) will be available for immediate use for 
improved and faster service on the San Joaquin intercity line before the initiation of HST 
service on the Initial Operating Section (IOS) in 2022. Interim use of the ICS would 
occur on the same tracks analyzed in this EIR/EIS, and therefore the footprint for the 
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HST project and the analysis of footprint effects is the same for the HST or for interim 
Amtrak use. The Final EIR/EIS adds additional information about possible operational 
impacts from a portion of current Amtrak San Joaquin service occurring on the ICS and 
this analysis indicates no additional impacts beyond those disclosed already in this 
document for the whole HST. Initiation of Amtrak service on the ICS would be at the 
discretion of Amtrak. 

BOQ29-9 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-13. 

These comments confuse the phasing of construction with the ultimate project, which is 
addressed in the EIR/EIS. That project is an HST alignment from Fresno to Bakersfield 
with stations in Fresno, Bakersfield, and the Hanford area. 

The Authority has prioritized a portion of the Merced to Fresno Section and the Fresno 
to Bakersfield Section as the first section of the California HST System to be built to 
meet the funding requirements of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 
(ARRA). This Initial Construction Section (ICS) will be available for immediate use for 
improved and faster service on the San Joaquin intercity line before the initiation of HST 
service on the Initial Operating Section (IOS) in 2022. Interim use of the ICS 
by Amtrak would involve the same tracks within the same project footprint as the HST 
project, and therefore the impacts of the track footprint are the same as disclosed in 
Chapter 3. Additional information included in the Final EIR/EIS indicates that operations 
of a portion of the Amtrak San Joaquin service on the ICS would not result in additional 
operational effects than as disclosed for the whole HST project. Whether this service is 
initiated is at the discretion of Amtrak. If service is undertaken, Amtrak would be 
responsible for the subsequent environmental analysis of whatever operational scenario 
it would propose on an interim basis. 

BQ029-10 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-06. 

The EIR/EIS is tiering by considering the broad policy decisions previously reached 
about the system that are based on the program EIRs as the starting point for a more 
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detailed analysis of the impacts of implementing the HST System from Fresno to 
Bakersfield. Section 1.6 describes the changes to the Revised 2012 Business Plan, 
including how the Phase 1 blended system includes making improvements to existing 
rail systems in the San Francisco Bay Area and the Los Angeles Basin regions. The 
environmental impact analysis conducted in the Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS remains 
accurate because this segment analyzes the impacts of constructing new high-speed 
infrastructure in the Central Valley. The environmental impacts of the improvements to 
existing rail systems in the San Francisco Bay Area and the Los Angeles Basin regions 
will be analyzed in separate environmental documents. 

The EIR/EIS is not legally deficient; it provides a clear project description in Chapter 2 
for the HST segment between Fresno and Bakersfield and analyzes the environmental 
impacts consistent with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA. 

BOQ29-11 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-02, 
FB-Response-GENERAL-17, FB-Response-GENERAL-22. 

The Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS provides an adequate tiering roadmap by explaining 
the first-tier EIR/EIS processes undertaken by the Authority and FRA, the decisions 
made at the first tier, and how the first-tier decisions have carried forward for further 
analysis at the second tier. The project proposed by the Authority is the same HST 
project identified in the first-tier environmental documents prepared for the Statewide 
HST System. However, this comment postulates that the project consists of the first 
construction phase of the project only, based on the unsubstantiated claim that there 
would be no additional funding for the project after the initial construction phase. 

As discussed in Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the Final EIR/EIS and Standard Response 
FB-Response-GENERAL-02, the Authority has evaluated alternatives in the BNSF 
Railway (BNSF) corridor from Fresno to Bakersfield that stay within existing public and 
railroad rights-of-way to the extent feasible. Approximately 31 miles of the 114-mile-long 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section in Fresno and Kings counties does not include alternative 
alignments that following the BNSF corridor. As described in the Statewide Program 
EIR/EIS for the California HST System (Authority and FRA 2005), the Preferred 
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Alternative following the BNSF corridor bypasses the city of Hanford to the east. This 
alternative was carried forward in the project EIR/EIS on the Fresno to Bakersfield 
Section, as were other alternatives that bypass the city to the west. Also, the Authority 
reconsidered an alignment that more closely follows the existing BNSF corridor through 
Hanford and an alternative that follows the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and State 
Route (SR) 99 corridors farther to the east. Neither of these alternatives was carried 
forward in the project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section because of 
environmental impacts and/or practicability issues, as described in Chapter 2, 
Alternatives, of the Final EIR/EIS, Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-02, and 
the Checkpoint B Summary Report (Authority and FRA 2011g). 

The project EIR/EIS for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section also carried forward 
alternatives that deviated from the BNSF corridor in the Corcoran, Allensworth, and 
Wasco-Shafter areas. These alternatives were considered for a variety of environmental 
reasons, including impacts on local communities, the Colonel Allensworth State Historic 
Park, the Allensworth Ecological Reserve, and waters of the U.S. These alternatives 
were evaluated, along with alternatives that follow the BNSF corridor. The Preferred 
Alternative for the project is based on the environmental effects of each alternative 
considered for the project, as described in the Final EIR/EIS. 

An EIR project description is intended to be general, not detailed (California 
Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] Guidelines § 15124[c]). Final design or even 
advanced design of infrastructure is not required in the project description (Dry Creek 
Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare [1999] 70 Cal.App.4th 20, 36). The question is 
whether the project description narrowed the scope of environmental review or 
prevented a full understanding of the project and its consequences (ibid.). 

Abundant substantial evidence in the record demonstrates that the project description 
was more than adequate for the environmental analysis of the project. The term "15% 
design" is an engineering term of art that refers to the level of engineering prepared on 
HST project elements for the EIR. The 15% design generates detailed information, like 
the horizontal and vertical location of track, cross sections of the infrastructure with 
measurements, precise station footprints with site configuration, and temporary 
construction staging sites and facilities. The 15% design also yields a "project footprint" 
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overlaid on parcel maps, which shows the outside envelope of all disturbance, including 
both permanent infrastructure and temporary construction activity. This 15% design 
translated into a project description in the EIR with 100% of the information that is 
required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 (see Dry Creek, above, 70 Cal.App.4th 
at pp. 27-36 [upholding EIR conceptual project description as adequate when based on 
preliminary design]). 

A higher level of design is not necessary because a 15% design provides enough 
information for a conservative environmental analysis. A higher level of design provides 
refinement, but does not yield more information needed for adequate CEQA review. For 
example, if a lead agency knows the location, size, and basic design of a building, it has 
enough information for environmental review. The details about whether the water 
system will use polyvinyl chloride (PVC) or copper pipe or whether windows will be vinyl 
or wood are not necessary for assessing the impacts of building construction. Further, it 
is common practice with larger transportation infrastructure projects to prepare the 
environmental analysis before completion of the final design. 

Substantial evidence shows that the Authority has properly tiered, not "piece-mealed," 
its environmental review. From the two first-tier program EIRs (Authority and FRA 2005, 
2008; Authority 2010a, 2012d), the Authority selected track technology, general track 
alignments, and preferred station locations. Subsequently, the Authority divided the HST 
System into geographically smaller pieces, called FIST sections, for second-tier EIRs. 
Moving from a first-tier project to a more second-tier projects of limited geographic 
scope is precisely what tiering is for (Pub. Res. Code § 21093; CEQA Guidelines § 
15152). At a practical level, the FIST System is simply too big to be addressed in a 
single second-tier EIR or even just two or three. It was within the Authority's discretion to 
define the second-tier projects, and the only question is whether the Authority's division 
of the second-tier projects is supported by substantial evidence. The record shows it is. 

The Authority originally defined a single project and EIR for Merced to Bakersfield, 
but later revised it into two second-tier projects: the Merced to Fresno Section (65 miles 
long) and the Fresno to Bakersfield Section (114 miles long), both of which include 
portions of the proposed Initial Construction Section (ICS). This comment indicates that 
the project should have stayed as Merced to Bakersfield, but the smaller project 
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definition was reasonable. Each project has logical termini at cities selected to have 
FIST stations at the first tier, has sufficient length to allow for an analysis of 
environmental impacts on a broad scope, and has independent utility separate and apart 
from any other section (see Del Mar Terrace Conservancy, Inc. v. City Council of the 
City of San Diego [1992] 10 Cal.App.4th 712, 733 [upholding EIR that treated as the 
"project" at issue one freeway segment within a long-term, multi-segment regional 
plan]). Furthermore, as a practical matter, analyzing the Merced to Fresno section and 
the Fresno to Bakersfield section in a single EIR/EIS would not provide additional 
information value beyond what has been provided in the two separate EIR/EISs for each 
section. A single EIR/EIS for all of Merced to Bakersfield would have been not just 
voluminous, but unwieldy and so complex that its size would defeat its information 
value. (Stand Tall on Principles v. Shasta Union High School Dist. (1991) 235 
Cal.App.3d 772, 782.) The Fresno to Bakersfield EIR/EIS considers the adjacent 
Merced to Fresno section in the cumulative impacts discussion in those resource areas 
appropriate for such a cumulative discussion. In this way, the effects of the adjacent 
sections are considered at the project level in an effective and manageable way. 

Please refer to the responses to comments from Land Protection Partners, Provost & 
Pritchard, and Blue Sky Consulting Group as well as Standard Response FB-Response- 
GENERAL-22 regarding the adequacy of the baseline description in the EIR/EIS. 

BOQ29-12 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-03. 

Item 12. The concerns raised in the letter from the American Farmland Trust were 
addressed and responded to in Volume IV: Response to Comments pg. 20-13 to 20-15 
of the Final Merced-Fresno EIR/EIS, which is incorporated here by reference. Table 5.7 
from the Economic Growth Report of Cambridge Systematics, Inc. (July 2003) shows 
information illustrating the differences between two scenarios (Market Trends and Land 
Use Densification). The Land Use Densification Scenario is what would occur if 
strategies were implemented to increase densities around the HST stations. The 
bracketed numbers represent the additional area in acres that is 
saved compared to the Market Trends and the not the amount lost. The Market Trends 
Scenario is considered the baseline and as described in the report about 10,000 fewer 
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acres of urbanized land would be required under the Market Trends Scenario compared retaining its current general plan and zoning designations on those lands and will exert 

to the No Project in 2020 and about 2,600 acres in 2035. that authority, assuming its interest is genuine. 


The Authority has taken significant steps to work with local agencies and promote 
densification around station areas that would lead to compact and efficient growth. 
Examples of these are the Urban Design Guidelines (Authority 2011 i) and the HST 
Station Area Development: General Principles and Guidelines developed by the 
Authority, and the station area planning funds the Authority has offered to the cities of 
Fresno and Bakersfield, and the Kings County Association of Governments, see FB- 
Response-GENERAL-03. Of these three agencies the City of Fresno has signed a 
funding agreement with the Authority as of January 2012. This pattern of growth is also 
encouraged by the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint and anticipated in the City of Fresno 
and City of Bakersfield General Plans, reducing the demand for new development areas 
to the extent that some of the region’s anticipated future growth would be captured by 
the mixed-use TOD envisioned for the areas around stations. Without the added 
incentive of a high speed train station, these downtowns may not experience the same 
amount of dense, compact development, as growth could be easily steered towards 
easy-to-develop greenfield locations. Volume I Chapter 3.13 Station Planning, Land 
Use, and Development, provides further information on transit-oriented development as 
well as highlights the policies and local regulations that are currently in place to 
encourage concentrated growth around the HST stations. The Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station (either West or East alternatives) is unique in that planning funds were made 
available to the Kings County Association of Governments to plan cooperatively with the 
cities of Hanford and Visalia for improved transit connections to their historic 
downtowns, in order to encourage growth to locate in those downtowns. 

Item 13. To minimize growth-inducing impacts around the Kings/Tulare Regional Station 
alternatives, the Authority will provide funding for the California Department of 
Conservation (through the California Farmland Conservancy Program) to identify and 
acquire agricultural conservation easements, as described in the agricultural mitigation 
measures (see Section 3.14.7). The Authority lacks both the jurisdiction and the land 
use power to restrict development outside of the project footprint. Kings County has 
expressed a strong interest in the Authority's comments to preserve agricultural lands 
adjoining the prospective station sites. The county has the authority to do so by 


The project includes these proposed stations, and no consideration will be given to their 

complete elimination because a Kings/Tulare Regional Station would provide a valuable 

service to the area. An alternative without a Kings/Tulare Regional Station would not 

meet most project objectives, specifically, the following: 

• Provide intercity travel capacity to supplement critically over-used interstate highways 
and commercial airports. The Kings/Tulare Regional Station would relieve congestion 
on Highway 99 by providing an alternative mode for long-range travel to and from 
Kings and Tulare counties. An alternative without such a station would not do so. 

• Meet future intercity travel demand that will be unmet by current transportation 
systems and increase capacity for intercity mobility. Absent a Kings/Tulare Regional 
Station and the availability of a high-speed travel mode, there would be no increased 
capacity for mobility. 

• Maximize intermodal transportation opportunities by locating stations to connect with 
local transit, airports, and highways. Without a Kings/Tulare Regional Station, an 
intermodal transportation opportunity would be lost. 

• Improve the intercity travel experience for Californians by providing comfortable, safe, 
frequent, and reliable high-speed travel. Without a Kings/Tulare Regional Station, most 
inter-regional travel would continue to be by automobile. As discussed elsewhere in 
the responses to comments, existing HST systems in service in Europe and Asia that 
are comparable to the system being proposed here have proven to be extremely safe 
and reliable. Automobile travel, by contrast, is a leading cause of accidental deaths 
statewide and is subject to delay due to weather and road congestion. 

• Provide a sustainable reduction in travel time between major urban centers. Travel 
between the Hanford/Tulare/Visalia area and other portions of the state would not be 
reduced absent the HST project. 

• Increase the efficiency of the intercity transportation system. As discussed in 
Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, of the EIR/EIS, the feasibility of expanding many major 
highways and key airports is uncertain; some needed expansions may be impractical 
or may be constrained by physical, political, and other factors. The efficiency of the 
system is dependent on providing access to the HST System. 

• Develop a practical and economically viable transportation system that can be 
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implemented in phases by 2020 and generate revenues in excess of operations and 
maintenance costs. This objective is reliant to some extent on maximizing ridership 
through making the HST System available to potential users. Eliminating a 
Kings/Tulare Regional Station would reduce potential ridership and thereby reduce the 
profit of the system. 

Item 14. The HST project would reduce automobile travel on major freeways as it would 
absorb some of the traffic generated from growth under the no-project-alternative; see 
the ridership and revenue forecasts that were developed by the Authority in partnership 
with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission on the Authority’s website: 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/About/ridership_and_revenue.html. California’s population is 
growing rapidly and, unless new transportation solutions are identified, traffic and 
congestion will only worsen and airport delays will continue to increase. The proposed 
220-mph HST System would provide lower passenger costs than travel by air for the 
same city-to-city markets. It would also increase mobility, while reducing air pollution, 
decreasing dependence on fossil fuels, and protecting the environment by reducing 
GHG emissions, and would promote sustainable development. By moving people more 
quickly and at lower cost than today, the HST System would boost California’s 
productivity and enhance the economy. The growth inducing impacts of the HST project 
would be countered by the long-term benefits. The growth and development regional 
modeling in Section 3.18 are based on the highest HST ridership assumptions, which 
can be interpreted as a ‘worst-case scenario’, in that it represents the highest potential 
growth-related impacts. Even using the highest ridership assumptions, the analysis 
shows that the HST alternatives would result in population and employment growth by 
about 3% beyond the growth anticipated under the No Project Alternative. Therefore, the 
HST-induced growth would require minimal farmland conversion and extension of public 
infrastructure beyond the projections anticipated in current city and county planning 
documents. The EIR/EIS concludes that the results of this ‘worst-case’ growth impact 
analysis are less than significant, and due to the absence of substantial evidence to the 
contrary, no mitigation is required. 

Section 3.2 Transportation covers the impacts of the HSR system to regional 
transportation system compared to the No Project Alternative. 

BOQ29-13 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-01, FB-Response-GENERAL-02. 
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Please refer to FB-Response-GENERAL-02 regarding the elimination of an 1-5 
alignment from further study in the 2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS. 

The commenter suggests the reasons the 1-5 alignment was eliminated from further 
consideration no longer apply. The commenter is incorrect. An 1-5 alignment continues 
to be infeasible in that it would not meet project objectives and would not satisfy the 
project’s purpose and need. While the 1-5 corridor could possibly provide better end-to- 
end travel times compared to alignment alternatives that follow the SR 99 corridor, it 
would not meet project objectives and would not satisfy the project’s purpose and need. 
First, because it is not where the bulk of the Central Valley population resides, the 1-5 
corridor would result in lower ridership and would not meet the current and future 
intercity travel demand generated by the Central Valley communities as well as the SR 
99 corridor.[1] Second, the 1-5 corridor would not provide transit and airport connections 
in this area, and thus would not meet the purpose and need and basic objectives of 
maximizing intermodal transportation opportunities and improving the intercity travel 
experience in the Central Valley area as well as the SR 99 corridor. Also, use of the 1-5 
corridor would encourage sprawl development - the opposite of what the HST System is 
intended to achieve, and was opposed by numerous agencies, including the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 

Regarding the commenter’s suggestion that the EIS/EIR does not analyze an adequate 
range of alternatives, please refer to FB-Response-GENERAL-02. The alternatives 
analyzed in the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS provide sufficient variation to allow 
for informed decision-making while avoiding or substantially reducing the Project’s 
significant environmental effects. 

The commenter states that the 2002 MOU between the Authority and federal agencies 
states that: 

As sections of the proposed HST system are advanced, these Tier 2 reviews will 
examine a range of HST project alternatives within corridors and at station locations 
selected in the Tier 1 EIS/EIR in addition to other corridors or alternatives that may be 
identified through public scoping, or through the availability of new information or 


^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 

■ _ | _ ,, A Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Karl Authority 'w Administration 








California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Response to Submission BO029 (Gary A. Patton, Citizens for California High Speed Rail 
Accountability (Atty. For) Wittwer & Parkin, LLP, October 18, 2012) - Continued 


BOQ29-13 

analysis not considered during the Tier 1 phase, as well as a no action alternative. 

The Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS is consistent with the approach stated in the 
MOU quoted by the commenter. Please refer to FB-Response-GENERAL-02 for a 
description of the alternative selection process. To the degree the commenter is 
suggesting that the Revised DEIR/Supplemental DEIS is inconsistent with the MOU in 
excluding an 1-5 alignment alternative, the Authority and FRA disagree. An 1-5 corridor 
would not meet project objectives and would not satisfy the project’s purpose and need. 

The commenter states that “MOU referenced earlier indicates that the Army Corps of 
Engineers requires a ’60 percent or greater engineering design ....’ Before it will be able 
to make a preliminary recommendation on the proposed project.” The commenter takes 
this to mean that the project description for the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the FIST 
System is inadequate. Further, the Army Corps of Engineers requires a greater level of 
design than is required for preparation of an EIR/EIS because the EIR/EIS is a planning 
level document and not a permit document. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers bases 
it's permit on the precise amount of fill the project would would be discharged into 
Waters of the U.S. 

[1] Kantor, Shawn. The Economic Impact of the California Fligh-Speed Rail in the 
Sacramento/Central Valley Area. University of California, Merced. September 2008. 

BOQ29-14 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-SO-01. 

The Authority appreciates the map provided in this submission. Since this submission, 
additional oil wells have been drilled along the Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative. The 
addition of the new oil wells does not alter the conclusions set forth in the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. As discussed in Sections 3.9 and 3.11 of the EIR/EIS, it 
would be necessary for the Authority to move existing active oil wells and replug and 
cap abandoned oil wells within the FIST right-of-way. 

Project impacts to irrigation systems including water wells, resulting curative work, 
and/or potential ramifications will be addressed during the appraisal process with 
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consultation from experts in the hydraulic engineering and agriculture management 
fields. The timing of any restorative work or reconfigurations will be addressed at the 
property acquisition stage and documented in the right-of-way contract. As explained in 
Section 3.8 of the EIR/EIS, because the project will be constructed and operated in 
compliance with applicable design standards, the project will not result in any significant 
impacts related to hydrology or water quality. 

The Authority will fairly compensate landowners for loss or disruptions to their 
operations during the right-of-way acquisition process, including water wells. As 
discussed in Section 3.10, Flazardous Material and Wastes, under Impact MFIW #3, 
construction on or in proximity to sites of potential environmental concern (PEC sites) 
could encounter contaminants or interfere with ongoing remediation efforts. The section 
goes on to discuss that construction at known PEC sites would require careful 
coordination with regulatory agencies and current landowners before advancing, so as 
to not impede ongoing remediation efforts at these locations. Where effects on PEC 
sites cannot be avoided, preconstruction activities would address the requirements for 
construction at PEC sites in coordination with regulatory agencies and landowners. 

BOQ29-15 

Mitigation is identified for all significant impacts analyzed in the Revised 
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. The Authority has the full responsibility for implementation of 
the mitigation measures. The HST project financing includes funding for the cost of 
property acquisition and relocation of all displaced residents as well as all other costs 
associated with fulfilling the mitigation measures. 

BOQ29-16 

The risk-based system safety program applied to the development of the FIST system 
includes consideration of operational procedures, rolling stock, track and roadbed 
infrastructure, geotechnical conditions, and all other ancillary systems, in whole and in 
relation to each other, as opposed to separately. These issues will be considered for 
their effects in operating at speeds up to 220 mph, and will be in conformance with 
international standards for high-speed operation, as well as with FRA regulations (under 
development) for higher-speed operation. 
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BOQ29-17 

The Noise group worked with the geologists to come up with the 18 transfer mobility 
testing sites that were representative of the types of soils in each area of the alignment. 
These transfer mobility test were used to verify how each soil type affects the 
propagation of the vibration energy from the tracks to the senstive receivers. 

The vibration impact assessment is primarily designed to identify the potential human 
annoyance from vibration from HST operations for buildings with vibration-sensitive use 
as described by the FRA and FTA land use categories. Flowever, all buildings in close 
proximity to the proposed alignments assessed for potential structural damage from 
FIST operations and/or construction. The potential for damage from vibration from FIST 
operations is limited to extremely fragile buildings located within 30 feet of the tracks. 

The HST right-of-way width varies from 120 feet for at-grade tracks, to approximately 60 
feet for elevated fill, to approximately 45 feet for elevated structures. In general, the 
area of impact is therefore within or close to the project right-of-way. Typical buildings, 
such as residences, located outside this distance would not have the potential for 
damage from vibration. 

Agricultural resources, such as crops, would not be affected by noise and vibration from 
HSTs. 

As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.4.3, locations with potential vibration impacts in the 
project corridor are because of the potential for annoyance effects from HST operations. 
While the vibration at these locations might be felt by receivers, it would be well below 
the thresholds for damage to structures. It is helpful to note that the vibration levels 
generated by passing HSTs would generally be less than the levels generated by freight 
trains in the study area. 

BOQ29-18 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-N&V-03. 

The FRA and FTA manuals were utilized in order to determine potential noise impacts at 
nearby noise-sensitive receivers. 

BOQ29-19 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-24. 


BQ029-20 

Refer to Standard Response FB-Response-GENERAL-17. 

The purpose of a CEQA and NEPA document is to inform the public and decision 
makers of the environmental implications of implementing the project. The EIR/EIS for 
the Fresno to Bakersfield Section describes the impacts associated with project 
construction. Speculation on whether the project is completed is not a legal requirement 
of CEQA and NEPA. 

BOQ29-21 

The impact analysis for Colonel Allensworth State Historic Park is discussed in Sections 
3.7, 3.12, 3.13, 3.15, 3.16, and 3.17 of the Final EIR/EIS. The analyses in these 
sections address the impacts of not only the Parks historical significance and its 
recreational, historic, and cultural, values but also its relation to important biological 
habitats. Refer to Chapter 12, Index, for specific page locations. The materials regarding 
the mega-dairy projects near Allensworth State Park provided in Attachment G to the 
comment letter do not alter the analysis or conclusions presented in the EIR/EIS. 


^CALIFORNIA #> of Transportation 

.., ■ _ | _ ,, A Federal Railroad 

High-Speed Karl Authority 'w Administration 










California High-Speed Train Project EIR/EIS 
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 


Vol. V Response to Comments from Businesses and Organizations 


Attachment to Submission BO029 (Gary A. Patton, Citizens for California High Speed Rail 
Accountability (Atty. For) Wittwer & Parkin, LLP, October 18, 2012) - 554 Wittwer-Parkin Letter 
10182012 Attachments.pdf 



American Farmland Trust 

Saving thk Lawo EuitaIKS Ub 


Box 73856 
Davis, C A 95617 
October 13,2011 

California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacrament GA 95814 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 


in their plan*. Thus, the confidence that the DEIR places in local plans and policies as a 
means of preventing sprawl may be misplaced. 

One searches in vain through the DEIR for a reference to the research that supports the 
statement that high-speed rail ha* helped concentrate growth. The one study AFT nas ^ 
been able to uncover - no doubt there are others - is at best inconclusive on this subject. 
It found That the dispersal of growth away from central cities slowed during the period 
that the TGV was inaugurated in France, but stopped short of concluding that high-speed 
rail wua responsible for the shift. The data on which it relied show that, although city 
centers served by the TGV grew, the outlying area also grew, the tatter absorbing 40 to 
50 percent of the total population growth* Again, the confidence that the DEIR expresses 
that high-speed rail will result in compact, city-centered development, rather than more 
urban sprawl, is open to question. 


American Farmland Trust (AFT) respectfully submits these, its comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Merced-to-Fresno segment of the California High 
Speed Rail System, 

Al t' & interest in high-speed rail i s primarily in minimi zing the negative impact it will 
have on farmland and agriculture in the San Joaquin Valley. We folly support the idea of 
robust economic growth in the Valley, But we note that the economic engine of the 
region is, and is likely to remain, agriculture and believe that it is in the interest of 
everyone to assure that the industry remains healthy and that the resources on which it 
depends arc not squandered. Our comments on the DEIR are offered in a spirit of 
cooperation with the intent of assuring that both the Authority and local governments in 
the Valley lake full advantage of the potential of the high speed rail system to encourage 
compact, city-eentered growth that conserves the region's irreplaceable farmland. 

The basic premise of the DEIR as it addresses future growth is that high-speed rail will 
serve as a magnet for development, enabling local communities to revitalize their 
downtowns and to reduce the loss of farmland to suburban development. The document 
notes that local general plans call for city-centered, compact growth that avoids farmland, 
some of them specifically relying on high-speed rail to promote this goal, (DEIR 
Summary, S-11; DEIR 3,18-4, et seq.) It notes that research done for the Bay Area to 
Central Valiev Program E1R shows that high-speed rail has helped concentrate growth 
around stations, (DEIR, 3.18-21) And it says that development associated with high¬ 
speed rail would result in less farmland conversion than the no-build alternative. (EIR, 
3,18-23) Each of these statements is problematic. 

Though the general plans of local governments in the Valley are welt micntioncd with 
respect to compact growth and avoidance of farmland* it is questionable whether they are 
succeeding in fulfilling those intentions. AFT’s 2007 report, The Future Is New: Central 
Valley Farmland at the Tipping Point, compared the language of city and county general 
plans with empirical measures, of success in meeting their staled objectives. What it found 
was that, with respect to increasing densities and avoiding development of prime 
farmland, the performance of local governments fell short of the expectations embodied 


The Cambridge System ad cs study referred to in the footnote is also apparently the source 
of the statement that high-speed rail will save about 30,000 acres of farmland statewide 
compared with the no-build alternative. (DEIR 3.18-22) A closer inspection of the 
Cambridge study, however, reveals that in the San Joaquin Valley, the development 
associated with high-speed rail would actually increase farmland conversion by about 
2 \ 00 acres, s (CS, Table 5.7) How this conclusion was reached isn't exactly clear. But the 
discrepancy casl further doubt on the conclusion that high-speed rail will be a boon to 
San Joaquin Valley farmland. 


The DEIR also suggests that local governments m the region could adopt more 
aggressive strategics” than those in their current plans to further improve the prospects 
that high speed rail will, indeed, promote high-density downtown development and* thus, 
take pressure off prime farmland around the cities. (DEIR 3,18-22) AFT wholehearted 
agrees and suggests that, in mitigation of the potential impact ofliigh-speed rad on San 
Joaquin Valley farmland, the Authority should seek to enter into agreements with cities 
and counties where stations arc to be located for the purpose of promoting such 
strategies," 1 Wo also suggest that the Authority should set aside S10 million to finance the 
development and implementation of those strategies by tire cities and counties, over and 
above the mitigation of the direct impact of die right-of-way in converting farmland, he 
direct impact, we suggest, should be mitigated by creating a mitigation bank that would 
enable advance mitigation for farmland fosses duo to the right-of-way acquml.on, and 
serve as a revolving fond in conjunction with local government farmland mitigation 


tt could be the Economic Growth Report of Cambridge Systematic, Inc. (July 200 3), vdiicb concluded 

wri on an examination of high-apod isii in France and dscwhere, (harden 

usjority Of^lt living, shopping or working in the station area w,3l likely come from the summing 

’SST'b ‘ High Speed Rail’s Effect on Population Distribution in Secondary Urban Areas An Analysisof 
ht French Urban Areas and Implications for the California Genual Valley, San Jos* State University, June 


LQPO fewer acres of farmland. 

* Set strategics in i tie addendum to [hi* comment letter, 
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In conclusion, AFT would like to reiterate that it supports high-speed rail - if and only if 
it will, indeed, contribute to a robust economy in the Sun Joaquin Valley without unduly 
harming agriculture or the resource base on which it depends. We would look forward to 
discussions with the Authority of the ideas and strategies suggested in this comment 
letter. 

Respectfully, 

22 —. 

Edward Thompson* Jr, 

California Director 


Addendum 


AFT suggests that these are among the growth management strategics that could enable 
local communities to take advantage of high-speed rail to concentrate development in 
downtowns and save farmland: 


9 Urban growth boundaries for cities 

* Monitoring of urban development density (proposed and actual) against 
benchmarks 


- Ag mitigation programs in all jurisdictions based on density of development 

* Prohibition or significant limitation of rural residential development and now 
towns 


Reduction in spheres of influence lliat are unreasonably large (would 
accommodate anticipated population at higher densities for more than 20 years or 
general plan lifespan) 


City-oounty agreements under which development in unincorporated areas is 
limited in exchange for revenue sharing to fund county services 


■ Fonn-bascd codes and fast track approval to encourage miicd-use downtown 
development 

. Agreements with developers share cost of market failure of higher density 
projects 
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Central Valley Timeline 

of High-Speed Rail Alternatives 

Th is 3s a timeline of the analyses ^rtd reports which led to the 2005 Slaiewitie Program Level El ft, 
focusing on the Sacramento-Bakersfield corridor. The bottom line is that the 1-5 corridor was ellm nated 
from consideration in. 1995. it has not been studied for 17 years and has not undergone any formal 
study through the CEQA or NEPA process, which started in April of 2001, 

Links to available supporting documents are below, along with the relevant text. 

1993 

The intercity High-Speed Rail Commission was created. Source: [1996) 

1994 

1995 

May 199&: "These findings [that among the three general corridors studied - Coastal Corridor. Intervale 5 
( 1 - 5 ) Corridor, and Central Valley (SR'99) Corridor the Coastal Corridor had the Least potential] were 
presented to the Commission in May 1 995 Based on ihcsc findings and the preliminary rtderehip 
forecasts! (he commission moved to redirect the focus of sludy to the T5 and corridors. 1 ' - October 
?.nfll Statewide Confirmation of Previous Decisions 

"Subsequently, a more comprehensive evaluation of the 1-5 and SR-99 corridors concluded that although 
the 5H.-99 Corridor options are somewhat more costly than the 1-5 Corridor options, the SR-99 Coni dot 
offers far better service to the glowing Central Valley populalton, while still offering fust, compelling 
sendee between the Us Angeles and Sun Francisco Bay Area metropolitan regions. The SR-99 Corridor 
was zho found io have the highest overall ridership potential, Additionally, testimony at Commission 
meetings and at public workshops indicated Overwhelming public support for the SR-99 Corridor. 1 ' 

- October 2QQ3 Statewide Con fir mation of Previous. Decisions 

"In December 1995, environmental evaluation findings on the two corridors [1-5 and isK-99] were 
presented to the Commission." - October 2C01 Sta te wide Confirmation of Previous Decisions 


1996 

February 1396: “Engineering evaluation findings followed :n February 1996, Following the February 
presentation, the Commission moved to locus further study on the SR-99 Corridor. This continues to be 
the form* for the current pha&e of pro] rat development by the Authority. 1 ' - October ZQtU Statewide 
Confirmation of Preyious Decisions 

SB 1420 (199 6- Q. Kona), known as the High Speed Rail Act, created the High Speed Rail Authority 

1997 

January 1,199/: The Intercity Highspeed Rail Commission is terminated and replaced by the High speed 
Rail Authority. 


gfca Wespi/CARftD: ikawespL^calhsr.cam f jyyjw.calhir.cam 
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199S 

1999 

The Final Corridor Evaluation Report did not consider or mention 1-5 through the Central Valley- The t-S 
corridor was eliminated in prior screenings; now they are focusing on alternatives'’ within the 99 
'corndor". Seethe map below for the 4 alternatives which were evaluated in this report, Text colors 
indicate the corresponding alternative on the map. 

□e-Lember 1999, Corridor Evaluation Final Report . 

Four alternatives were studied Ihreugh the Central Valley, each starting™ the vicinity of Bakersfield 
and enditig in the vicinity of suburban Stockton. Three of the corridor? were studied previously. A new 
corridor was considered to the cast ofSR-99, The alternatives are described below and illustrated in 
Exhibit 3-6, 


2001 

April 2001 board meeting minutes : 

An MOU with the FRA was presented and approved by the hoard, at is not posted on the website under 
Board Materials, a violation of Bagley Keene. We should request a copy. The CEQA process officially 
began in April 2001. 

"Executive Director Morshed stated scoping process is tin? period in which public agencies and the 
public are noli Lied about the project. The primary objective of the scoping process is to listen to 
people’s comments relative to their interest in the project. The release of the Notice Of Preparation 
(NOP), un April 6, 2001, started the state version of the environmental process. The PRA is distributing 
the Notice of Intent (NQI). Approximately ten scoping meetings are scheduled statewide. Executive 
Director Morshed stated the next hoard meeting would be June 20. 200 S (location to be determined). 
Executive Director Mehdi Marched then drew attention to the July Board meeting*, stating this meeting 
is going to he an important meeting because initial recommendations in terms of the screening process, 
will be brought to the Board at that time,'' 


liast ofSR-99. This alignment lies east of 
and generally parallels the SR .99 from 
Bakersfield until north of Modesto. 

WtistqfSR-99 (Enneiiiie Corridor). From 
Bakersfield to the FresnwTuEare County 
line, ibis corridor follows a new alignment 
parallel to the SR-99 find at a distance of 
approximately 1.5 miles to the west. 

BNSF Rail Corridor - This alignment 
follows the existing Burlington Northern 
Santa Fe (RNSF) rail corridor through Ihe 
Central Valley from Bakerciield to 
suburb an Stockton. This corridor lies to the 
west of SR-99 until reaching Fresno. The 
corridor passes through Fresno and ihen 
remains to The east of SR-99 for the 
remainder of the valley, 

tfp Ruit Corridor - This alignment follows 
the existing Union Pacific (UP) rail 
corridor through the Central Valley fro in 
Bakersfield so suburban Stockton. This 
corridor parallels the SR-99, which passes 
directly through cadi of She major cities in 
the valley. Unlike the BNSF corridor, ihe 
UP corridor has fewer speed constraining 
curves. 


Exhibit 3-26 

CENT HAL VALLET ALTERNATIVES 



2000 

The 2000 B usi ness Plan is released. 


* The July board meeting agenda and minutes are not posted. The screening process was presented to 
the board. Final drafts and executive summaries of the screening reports were distributed to the board 
for 3 regions; the final 1 were to be sent shortly after the July meeting. These a re not posted on the 
website. 


June atMU. Board Meeting ; 

The FIR process was to begin and fending was light; Exec. Director Mehdi Morshed advised that the 
Authority should be focused dn three corridors; 105SAN, M-Batosfield and San Francisco-Merced, fit’s 
interest^ to note fhot the first section to be built Is not on tfert early priority list-1 


September 20 0.1 Board Meeting : 

Scaping Reports, Screening Reports, and an Alignments and Stations Evaluation Report were presented 
and delivered to the Board, Neither the staff presentations nor the documents are posted with the 
Board Materials, as required by the Bag ley-Keene Open Meeting Act. From the meeting minutes: 
SacranientLi-Balimfleld Alignments & Stations F,valuation Report (Draft) 

Executive Director Mpjihcd gave an overview of this item and reported staff recommendations will be 
presumed to the Board in November, 2001 antf voted on in January, 2CU2. Executive Director Marched 
reported this corridor is unique lit that it + s up to 275 mites long,, and it is also important to note, the 
route md station locations of this corridor wilt have a significantly larger impact on the rural and urban 
communities in and around the corridor. Execu tive Director Morshed introduced AS Wiirig, Projec t 
Manager, DMJM/Hairis. Mr Witrig presented high-speed rail alignment and station options evaluated 
and a preliminary environmental assessment of iho&e options fyr ihe Sflcramcma-Bakersfield corridor, 
A copy of Mr. Wiizlg’s presentation is available upon request. 


First Screening Report (Draft) , 

Executive Director Morshed presented background information on this item. stating the Authority 
started with the Scopi ng process and is currently at th e first level of analysis and screening- Executive 
Director Morshed stated that today, staff will present some recommendations upon which alternatives 
should he screened out. The decision that the Board makes should be based on the following criteria: 

1. Supported by data and fact 

2. Obvious weakness or flaws which make an alternative infeasible ur unreasonable 
2. Minimize the legal challenge 

Executive Director Morshed stated ihe staff recommendations are an information item. 1 hereto*;. the 
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Buard and the public will have two months io provide stall wi th their comment on the 
recommendations. Upon receipt of comments staff can modify the recommendations and present 
revised staff recommendations ai the November Board mceting- 

A discussion look place between the Authority Board members and staff about voting on Sac* 
Bakersfield corridor in November. The common objective is to allow lime to receive and consider 
public comment without delaying the project, It was determined the Authority will move ahead to vote 
on alt corridors in November and schedule an Authority meeting in October with the objective of 
receiving additional public comment. 

Stuping Report {Draft) 

Director Dan Leavitt slated the Board has previously received reports regarding the scoping period, 
which is now completed. However, one of the requirement of the environmental process is to create a 
Scoping Report and make it available to the public, Deputy Director Dan Leaviti announced this report 
h available on the Aolhoriiy's website. Deputy Director Dan Leavitt introduced Kip Field, parsons 
Brinckerhoff. Mr. Field presented a summary of th* scoping meetings held statewide and the comments 
recei ved during the formal scoping period. A copy of this report is available upor. request. 

nrtobftr ?0Cil Statewide rnnflf matron of Previous Decisions , part of the Program EIR/EIS. 
tJ Alignments previously studied and withdrawn from consideration are described and reasons for 
withdrawal are provided." 


(Authority). These studies fomsert on identifying potential corridors for the implementation oF higfisp&ed 
rail service between northern and southern California and evaluating the feasibility and viability of 
those corridors. The potential routes were grouped into the three general corridors: Coastal Corridor, 
interstate S (1-5) Corridor, and Central Valley (5R-99) Corridor. 

S.3 CONFIRMATION OF REASONS OPTIONS SCREENED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS 

<snip> 

These findings were presented to the Commission in May 1995. Based on these findings and the 
preliminary ridfcrehip forecast^ the Commission moved to redirect, the focus of study to the 1-5 and SFt-99 
corridors. 

Subsequently, a more comprehensive evaluation of the 1-5 and SR-99 corridors concluded that although 
the SR-99 Corridor options are somewhat more costly than the 1-5 Comdor options, the SR-99 Corridor 
offers far better service to the growing Central Valley population,, while still offering fast, competitive 
series between the Los Angeles and San Francisco Bay Area metropditian regions. The SR-99 Corridor 
was also found to have the highest overall rfdershlp potential. Additionally, testimony at Commission 
meetings and at public workshops Indicated overwhelming public support for the 5R-99 Corridor. 

In December 1995, environmental evaluation findings on the two corridors were presented to the 
Commission- Engineering evaluation findings followed In February 1995. Following the February 
presentation, the Commission moved to focus further study on the SR-99 Corridor. This continues to be 
the focus for the current phase of project development by the Authority. 


"The Sacramento to Bakersfield region, the Central Valley, will provide the connection between 
Northern and Southern California for the California High-Speed Tram system by an alignment ihai 
follows the general route of Stale Highway 99- The system will serve the region via the station dries of 
Sacramento, Stockton, Modesto, Merced, Fresno, the Tulare area and Bakersfield." 

This statewide report is simply a compilation of the information provided In the regional screening 
reports listed below. 

* DMJM Harris. Draft Screening Evaluation Report, Sacramento to Bakersfield. August 2001, 

* HNTB, CU2 MHILL, Draft Screoning Evaluation Report, Los Angeles to San Diego via inland 
Empire Corridor August 2001, 

* 1E1 Group. Draft Screening Evaluation Report, Los Angeles-Orange CoUnty-Sm Diego. Angus) 
2001, 

* Parsons Transportation Croup. Draft Screening Evaluation Report, Bay Arca-to-Mereed, August 

2001 . 

* F & D Consultants. Draft Screening Evaluation Report, Bakersfield- to-Lus Angeles. August 200 S 


October Statewide: Appendix A Confirmat ion of Pfffif'igW Decisions and 

nr-tohpr ?0fn: Task 2.3.1 statewide Confirmation of Previous D eri sions [Compila tion of Regional Report 
Excerpts) 

3.1 Alignment and Station Definition 

The Sacramento to Bakersfield region, the Central Valley, will provide the connection between Northern 
and Southern California for the California High-Speed Train system by an alignment that follows the 
general route of State Highway 99. The system will serve the region via the station cities of Sacramento, 
Stockton, Modestoj Merced, Fresno, trie Tulare area and Bakersfield. 

3.2 P RE VIOU S A DO N WENT AN D STATION OPTIONS STUDIED 

Several planning and engineering Studies have been completed under Indirection of the California 
intercity High Speed Rail Commission (Commission) and Recurrent California High Speed Rail Authority 


$,G REFERENCES 

This statewide report: is simply a compilation of the information provided in the regional screening reports 
listed below. 

. DMJM Hards, Draft Screening Evaluation Report, Sacramento to Bakersfield, August 2001. 

* HNTTBji CH2MHILL Draft Screening Evaluation Report, Los Angeles to San Diego vrs Inland 
Empire 

* Corridor. August 2001. 

* IBI Group. Draft Screening Evaluation Report, Los Angeles-Orange Qiunty-San Diego. August 
2001 . 

* Parsons Transportation Group. Draft Screening Evaluation Report, Bay Area-to-Merced. August 
2001 , 

* p & O Constants. Draft Screening Evaluation Report, Bakersfield’Co-Los Angeles, August 2001 


tfovemhar ami H5RA Bgard Meeting Minutes : Board voted to approve general corridors and station 
locations to be studied in the Program EIR for the First Screening Report, Part 1 to response to Kern Co 
Supervisor requesting specific station locations to be considered; 

First Screening Report - Pari l (Draft) 

Executive Director Morshed reported ibis is the first screening report. Voting on Lot report ts an 
important decision, because (he remaining work will focus on what is recommended for further 
evaluation. Hie firat screening report lias been broken down into two pieces. Firai Screening 
Report - Part \ is a broader report that covers four of Hie major segments of the alignment, First 
Screening Report Fan 2 covers- the Sacramento • Bakersfield segment and will be discussed during 
Agenda lie in 8, The Antinomy has been working in partnership with ihe FRA on this document. 

Dcpyty Director Carrie Pourvahidi presented the s!aiV recommendations for alignments, station 
locations and high-speed train systems for BakersEreld-l.os Angeles comdor. with the exception ol the 
Bakcrsficld-Syltnar segment, to dir Board for approval. Due to tunneling issues, the JMer&field-Sylmar 
segment will be discussed at the January meeting. 
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2002 

January 2002 H5RA Board mectina minutes : 

Revisions to Mountain Ocssiin* KiTOmmendaliurtAfftMi.fosiMu-Meiced and RakersfLelri-to-Sylmar 

segments} 

Qwdrj>«30n Diridun directed attention to Executive Director Morshed, Executive Director Morshcd 
presented hackoTounri mfcnnaEior:. Executive Director directed attention to Deputy Director D^tt 
Leavitt. Deputy Director Lea tin presented a revised screening report for die San Josc-Mcrcud segment 
of the Bay Area-fo-Merced corridor. Deputy Director Ppurvahidi presented a revised screening report 
for the Bafcm field-5 ybnar segment of the Bakersficld-Los Angeles corridor. The. Revisions to 
Mountain Crossing Recommendations (Sun Jo$e*toMerced and Bakcrsfidd-TO-Sylmur segments) may 
be found on the Authority^ website, www.calt ifehsncedrail .ca.gov . 

Chairperson invited Deputy Attorney General Spraul anti David Vafonstefo, FRA to comment on the 
staff rccemmendatioits.. Mr. Valenstcin offered a word of caution tu stick to the principles of feasibility 
and not be swayed politically in order to accomplish an adequate draft EIR/EIS document. He stated 
using the QuanLm technology has helped to fttriher define alternatives and to provide further basis for 
screening decisions but he noted the FRA would not he comfortable with eliminating additional 
alternatives a t tills time. Deputy Attorney General Sprotil concurred with Mr, Valen&teilfis comments, 
including the comment concerning further diminution of alternatives a I this- time. Chairperson 
Diridcn inquired about the Authority^ legal ability to eliminate either the Antelope Valley 
corridor or the 1-5 corridor fover tire Grapevine], Deputy Attorney General Sproul stated she docs 
not see an appropriate basis for elimination. Mr. Valenstcin stared it is not appropriate at this tune to 
eliminate either of the two comdqr*. 


2004 

Final Program ElR/TlS Report: Volume 1: Chapter Z 

The rejection of interstate i S Corridor is described on page 2.34. The explanation is odd, considering 
that 1-5 did not appear to undergo any formal study within this Program EIR. The explanation refers to 
meetings and workshops held prior to the Program EIRj in many cases these were 8 years prior, and are 
now 16 years ago. in. view of the number of government resolutions express fog "opposition" to the 
project, this could be considered "new information". 

At Commission meetings and through public workshops and other public involvement activities, the 
Commission found that The majority of public comments indicated a preference for the SR-99 corridor 
over the 1-5 corridor. In particular, there was overwhelming support for foe 5R-99 corridor In the 
Central Valley. The Commission received resolutions of support for the SR-99 L-umdur from nearly 
every Central Valley city, county, and regional government (California Intercity High Speed Rail 
Commission 1996a and 1996b). Ac ita February 1996 meeting, the Commission directed staff to 
Focus further technical investigations cm SR-99 corridor aliemaiivcs. 

In summary, while the 1-5 corridor could provide better end-to-end travel times compared to the 
5R-99 corridor, the 1-5 corridor would result in lower ndership and would not meet foe current and 
fbrore intercity travel demand of Central Valley communities as well as the SR-99 corridor. The 1*5 
corridor would not provide transit and airport connections in this area, and thus failed to meet the 
purpose and need and basic objectives nf maximizing mtormodal Transportation opportunities and 
Improving the Intercity travel experience in the Central Valley area of California as welt as the SR-99 
couidor. For these reasons the 1-5 corridor was dismissed from further consideration in this Fragrant 
EIR/EIS, 


January 20 02 Board Mepimg Minutes {again}: (Request the First Screening Report Part 2 and the staff 
presentation, it would be item £ from the agenda .] 

Quant hi Alignment Optimization. Report 

Kip Field, Parsons Briackerhoff, and Dave Haycock, Qusnim, presented a report surminarising the 
methodology us-ed and results of the optimisation (ask. The Quartern A .igneoeut Optimization Report 
may be found on the Authority's website, www.eabighspcedrait.cft.feov- 

First Screen ing Report - Pari 2 [Draft) 

Executive Director .Vlorshed directed attention to Deputy Director Came Pourvahidr, Deputy Direct or 
Pourvahidi presented staff recommendations for alignments and station locations for the Sacramento- 
Bakersfield corridor to the Board for approval, A conditional revision is the elimination of the 
Camanche Point connector. This revision is conditional on the passing of agenda iiem TrlQ. The First 
Screening Report - Part 2 (Draft) may be found on the Authority's wehsite, 

April 2002; Statewide; Alignment Refinement/Ontimfrgtian aFld Evaluation of,frig Qua rum System 
AnriUtltH: FIR/EIS Screening Report W99 and E99 alignments were eliminated. (Section 2.6,2 on page 2 - 
22 through 24), BN5E & UPRK alignments are to be evaluated. 


2003 


Final Program EIR/EIS Report: Appendix 2-H, Screenin g Eval uation Summary Tables 
"This appendix contains the tables summarizing the comparison of alignmeui and station options 
prepared during the screening evaluation of the High-Speed (rain (HST) Alternative. These screening 
tables present all options considered, distinguishing among the options carried forward and those 
eliminated from farther consideration. The primary considerations for elimination arc high Lighted." 

Refer to Table 2-H-Z for specific reasons for alignment select ion/elimi nation. From the table: 

• SR-99 wou Id add 11-16 m i nute* travel *im e over E-5. 

■ SR-99 marginally longer than 1-5 

* SR-99 had higher capital cost due to increased length and significantly more urban areas 
traversed (6W higher than l-S Corridor) 

* 1-5 between Sacramenfa and Bakersfield received low scores for the foil owing: 

o traverses primarily undeveloped land- 

o highest potentl&t 1 mpacts do thnaetensd and enda tigered species 
a moderate 3 mou nt of steep slopes 

• E*5 was eliminated for 5 reasons: 

1. RidershipAevenue potential; although it had the fastest travel times (1116 
minutes faster than Sfi-99), and although it Is the most direct 5F/5ac to LA route, 
ft wouldn't serve CV cities (e.g. 20 miles from Bakers field and 46 miles from 
Fresno}; very little projected growth in catchment areas. 

2. Connectivity 5 nd Accessibility: does not serve intermediate intercity travel 
markets. 

9. Compatibility with Existing and Planned Development: traverses primarily 
undeveloped land. 
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Fe b 2004: bttp://www. cahiahsneedra H ca ■g0v/a.SSets/Q/152/l'93/F4219l67-70d5-469f-b55b- 
fieai7fifl265d5.pdf 

3 maps from Fresno to Bakersfield - presumably what was studied at the program level £lft. 

htl p; //www.cahijj h$ pgedrail. ca.EOv/asse ts/0/152/1 95/4 5ellScf-dd7CJ -44ef-B&9e-7 dlf ^PC-fldf 

A series of £ maps showing the impacts to Farmland. Or slide 1, note the red and blue routes - most 
and least impactful - between Fresno and Bakersfield; only the most impactful Is being studied today. 
Slide 4 compares impacts to farmland for 1-5 and SR-9$. Note that there is very little designated 
farmland for long stretches of 1-5, while SR-99 ts almost entirely prime farm lard. 

htt p ;/7www. can aftrva t i on. ca. aov/dlro/f m nWDoaj merits/so if criteri a. pdf 

An explanation of prime, local, unique, and statewide farmland categories. 

2005 

The Statewide Program El Ft was approved, 

2010 

MHtl between the HSRA, FRA, ERA and USAGE 

An MOU was signed between the HSRA, FRA, US Army Corps of Engineers and the UFA to jointly move 
the high-speed rail project through the federal and state environmental reviews. According ta the MOLJ, 
Tier 2 project level reviews are not limited to Tier 1 program level alternatives. This could imply that 1-5 
is not necessarily eliminated from consideration. 

"Aft sections of the proposed HST system are advanced, these Tier 2 reviews will examine a 
range of HST project alternatives within corridors and at station locations selected in [he Tier 1 
FIRMS in addition to other corridors or alternatives that may he identified through public 
scoping, or through the availability of new information or analysis not considered during the 
Tier 1 phase, as well as a no action alternative." 


Extras: 

Board Matting Presentations: HSRA staff presented their findings to the board at various meetings, 
prior to the board taking a vote on staff recommendations for alternatives to keep or drop. Most (if not 
all} of these presentations are not posted as part of the "Board Materials" on the HSRA's website. The 
more significant presentations should be requested both as pari of a Public Records Request and as a 
reminder that to not post them on their website is a violation of the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act. 

Board meeting agendas and minutes are not available before January 19913. Again, this is in violation of 

Begley-Keane. 

Quantm System: A route selection and optimization tool that carries out automated three dimensional 
alignment searches and corridor screening based on client- or user-specified geometry, constraints, and 
cost parameters. 

Rita Wes pi/CAftR D; r iT*wes.QiiSea lhsr.com / v^wtuxaUhsr.oafn S of 9 
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Maps and screening reports are posted on the HSRA's website (many are missing): 
http://www. ca high spee dra il. ca.HQv/stai ewlde tech reports, a s px 

Screening Report ■ this Is part of the Program EtR, 

Introduction only - http://i.ahifihspeedrail.ca.flov/WorkAre5/DownloadAsset.aspx?id-1376 

Screening Results summarized in Program EIR: 

Final Program ElR/EtS Report: Volume 3: Appendix 2-H-J, 
httpiZ/cahteha peed ra H .ca .gov/work Area/flown load Asset .asparid ^ 2 £74 

See pegs S for table comparing Coastal, 1-5, 5R-99. 

The report started with an assumption that l-S was ruled out- It compared various alignments to the 
north and entering the fiay Area, and to the south connecting Bakersfield with LA. Any mention of 1-5 
was in the context of the Grapevine. 

History of the early years as summarized In the 2008 Atherton vs. HSRA lawsuit by Stuart Flash man, 
page® 

http;//www.transelef,flre/H5R/HSR Lawsuit assets/Atherton%20et&20al&20- 

%20Q pen i n RK2Pbriefte2P-fl20f in a I, P df 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 


Among' 

United States Department of Transportation, Federal Railroad Administration 

California High-Speed Rail Authority 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 

United States Army Corps of Engineers 

National Environmental Policy Act {42 U.5.C. 4321 et seq) 
and 

Clean Water Act Section 404 [33 U.S.C. 1344) 

and 

Rivers and Harbors Act Section 14 {33 U.S.C. 408) 

Integration Process 
for the 

California High-Speed Train Program 
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NEPA/m/408 MOU for California HST Program 


NEPA/404/408 MOU for Californio HST Program 


Table of Contents 

Section I. Introduction......-..*.,..... 1 

Section II. Overview..... . . . .........., 3 

Section, lit- The NEPA/4Q4/40S integration Process.....,...... 5 

Section fy. Elevation Procedures and Other Region-Specific Dispute Resolution Tools.ll 

Section V- Modification and Termination...-,... 13 

Section Vi. General Provisions .. 13 

Sec tlon VII. Effective Date and Duration...—...............IS 


Appendix A. Dispute ftcso’ution System 

Appendix 8. Data or Analysis for NEPA/4C4/4Q8 Integration Checkpoints 
Appendix C. Program Level/Tier 1 NEPA/404 Integration Letters 


Acronyms and Definitions 

Authority: California High-Speed Rail Authority 

CWAl dean Water Act 

EIS: E nvi ro n mental I impact Statement 

ERA; US. Environmental Protection Agency 

FRA: Federal Rai I roa d Ad mi nistrat io n 

DMP: Draft Matigation PIan 

HST: Califc r n!a High-Speed T ra in 

i ED PA: Le ast E nvi ron mentally Da maglng Practi tah'e Aftern atrve 

MOU: M e mo rand u m of Understa n d I ng 

ME PA: N ationa I Envi ron me nta I Po I Icy Act 

R HA: R ivers a n d Ha rb o re Act 

U SACE: U, 5, A rmy Corps of Engi neers 

HQUSACE: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Headquarters 

'"Integration Project"-a project to which this MOU applies. 

"Responding Agencies" - the Signatory Agencies with resource or regulatory responsibilities: 
EPA and USAGE. 

"Signatory Agencies" - FRA, EPA, USAGE, and the Authority. 

"Tiering"' - Tiering of an EIS refers to the process of addressing a broad, general program, 
policy or proposal in a programmatic EIS (Tier 1 EIS}, and analyzing a narrower site-specific 
proposal, related to the initial program, plan or policy in 3 project-level Environmental 
Impact Statement (Tier 2 EI5). 


November 2010 


Page L of 16 


Section L Introduction 

The parties to this Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) are the Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA}, the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority},, the U.S. Army Corps 
Of Engineers (USAGE), and the U.S. Environments Protection Agency (EPA). The goal of this 
MOU is to facilitate compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 
section 4321 Clean Water Act (CWA) section 404 (33 U.S.C, section 1344) (hereinafter 

"Section 404"), and Rivers and Harbors Act section 14 (33 U.S.C, section 408} (hereinafter 
referred to as "Section 405") processes for the project-level (Tier 2) Environmental Impact 
Statements (ElSs) for the nine sections of the California High-Speed Train (HST) system. The 
integration of these processes Is intended to expedite decision-making while improving the 
overall quality of those decisions. The purpose of this MQU is to foster agreement among the 
Signatory Agencies and to make it possible for the USAGE to more efficiently adopt the Tier 2 
EJSs for which the fra is the Federal lead agency. 

Two California High Speed Train Program Environmental impact Reports/Environmentel Impact 
Statements (ElR/ElSs) were prepared by the Authority and FRA as the first programmatic phase 
(Tier 1} of a tiered environmental review process. The Authority is the state lead agency under 
California law (California Public Utilities Code § 185000 et seq.) with responsibility for planning, 
construction, and operation of a high-speed passenger train service. As Federal lead agency for 
Tier 1 environmental review under NEPA, FRA worked jointly with the Authority to carry out the 
analyses and evaluations included in the Tier 1 EIR/EISs. The Tier 1 EER/ElSs considered the 
comprehensive nature and scope of the proposed HST system et the conceptual stage of 
planning and decision-making, including alternative transportation improvements, and 
potential route and station locations. FRA and the Authority's decisions on the Tier 1 ElR/ElSs 
were to approve the HST system and select general corridors and station locations. These 
decisions were made in November 2005 and December 2008. 

The EPA and USAGE participated as cooperating agencies under NEPA In the Tier 1 
environmental processes, including the development of both the Draft and Final Program 
E1R/El5s. As part of the process to integrate Section 404 considerations into the early NEPA 
planning, EPA and USAGE concurred on the project purpose for the HST system, the range of 
alternatives considered, and the selection of the preferred corridors, routes and stations most 
likely toyieFd or contain the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative [LEDPA).. 
These concurrence letters are incorporated in this MOU as Appendix C 

Tier 2 environmental reviews covered by this MOU will advance and expand upon the Tier 1 
decisions of the Authority and FRA. The USAGE has agreed to participate as a cooperating 
agency under NEP A in the Tier 2 environmental processes, including the development of both 
the Draft and Final EIR/EI55. The Tier 2 EIS/EIRs will evaluate the selected corridors and stations 
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NEPA/404/40B MOU for California HST Program 

in site-specific detail through further consultation with EPA and USAGE regarding the Section 
404 and Section 4Q& permitting processes, to support decision-making for any necessary USAGE 

(1) Section 404 permit decisions to discharge dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S. and 

(2) Section 408 permit decisions for alteraticns/modifteatians to existing USAGE projects 1 , As 
sections of the proposed HST system are advanced, these Tier 2 reviews will examine a range of 
HST project alternatives within corridors and at station locations selected in the Tier 1 EIR/EIS in 
addition to other corridors or alternatives that may he identified through public scoping, or 
through the availability of new information or analysis not considered during the Tier I phase, 
as well as a no action alternative. The goal of this MOU is for each Tier 2 EIR/EIS to support 
timely and informed agency decision-making, Including but not limited to: issuance of 
necessary Records of Decision (RODs), Section 404 permit decisions, real estate permissions or 
instruments (as applicable), and Section 40S permit decisions (as applicable) for project 
construction, operation, and maintenahce. 

Wtion II. Overview 

This MOU has the following components: 

1, Procedures (Section HI). This section outlines; a) the procedures the Authority and 
FRA will follow in presenting information to Responding Agencies, b) procedures the 
Responding Agencies will follow in replying to the information, and c) the Authority's 
and FftA's options once a response is received. This section, equates to the "who, 
what, when, and how" of the MOU, For a conceptual overview of this section, see 
Figure 1, Overview of t he California HST Program MOV Process and figure 2, 
Coordination and Checkpoint Process , U nde r a pprop ria te ci reum sta n ces, a Signatory 
Agency may withdraw from the integration process for a specific section of the HST 
system. 


1 Section 4Qa authorizes the Secretary of the Army w *ppw« mndifkaiionfi to easting USAGE 
projects. The Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) issued a Memorandum for the Chief 
of Engineers, dated 1.6 April 2004, telexing to the Chief of Fngmerrs the approval authority 
given to the Secretary of the Army in Section 40&. The Chief o! Engineers, m a Memorandum tor 
the Director o' Civil Works, dated 2 April 2009, delegated the approval authority to the Director 
of Civil works, [ft addition, approval of relatively minor, leu* Impact modifications has been 
fuitbei delegated to the District Engineer, by the Director Of Civil Works in a memor^noum ciaied 
lg June 2D10 ("HQUSACE approval"). Section 40S is the authority for nil such approvals, rind this 
MOU applies to modifications of USAGE projects under the authority of SflCtion 403 regardless of 
approval level. 


[fa 
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2. Dispute Resolution (Section IV). This section describes the dispute resolution tools 
that m$v be used when the Authority and FRA receive disagreement, 
non-concurrence, or not recommend (defined below). The primary resolution tool 
in this agreement is the "mid-level elevation." The mid-level elevation rs a 
management meeting that relies on a cooperatively developed staff document, 
called the briefing paper, to frame the issues for resolution. Procedures for the 
mid-level elevation and other dispute resolution tools are also presented, 

3. Modification and Termination (Section V). This section provides details on 
modification and termination of the MOU. This MOU may be modified and 
superseded by written agreement of all the Signatory Agencies through the 
execution of an amendment of the MOU. 

4, General Provisions (Section VI). This section provides details on the legal import of 
this document. The MOU provides a framework for cooperation, The signatories to 
this MOU encourage ongoing formal and Informal cooperation not specifically 
described in this MOU. 

5, Effective Date and Duration (Section VII). This final section provides details on 
when the MOU becomes effective and the duration of the legal force and effect of 
the MOU. 

Section III. The NEPA/404/40S Integration Process 

This section lays out the Signatory Agencies' roles at each checkpoint, outlines the Authority's 
and FRAdoptions for resolving disagreement, non-concurrence, or not recommend, and 
describes each of the three checkpoints. 

1. Project Inclusion, This NEPA/404/40B Integration process applies to all of the HST 
Tier 2 EISs in which the USAGE has made a project-specific decision based on the 
best available information confirming USAGE jurisdiction pursuant to Sections 404 
and/or 40Bfur each HST section Tier 2 EiS/EiR. 

2, Withdrawal. 

(a) By FRA and the Authority. For an Individual HST project section, the FRA and 
Authority may jointly withdraw from applying this agreement upon written 
notice to EPA and USAGE. 

(b) By the USAGE. 

(1) If at any time after the initiation of a particular Tier 2 EIS, USAGE concludes 
that the proposed action in that particular pro;ect section does oat appear 
tp raise significant Section 404 and/or Section 408. issues warranting 

Novem be r 3010 p a & e 5 of 


further USAGE Section 404 and/or Section 408 integration, USAGE will 
communicate that conclusion to the other Signatory Agencies in writing. 
Thereafter, the applicable USAGE District will no longer integrate the 
Section 404 and/or Section 408 permitting processes and the MOU process 
as to that particular project section. If, subsequent to USAGE'S withdrawal, 
new information arises or the proposed project is changed, in some 
material way that alters USAGE'S previous conclusion, USAGE will 
acknowledge the new Information and/or project changes in writing to the 
Other Signatory Agencies, USAGE will then once again participate in this 
MOU process as to the subject project section. However, USAGE agrees 
not to revisit previous Checkpoint decisions made during the time of 
USAGE withdrawal unless it is necessary to meet USAGE'S legal obligations. 

(2) If at any time after the initiation of a particular Tier 2 EIS, USAGE concludes 
that its comments/substantive requirements are not being satisfactorily 
addressed in the EIS, USAGE will communicate that conclusion to the other 
Signatory Agencies In writing, Thereafter, the USAGE will initiate the 
mid-level elevation, and may continue elevation as needed, as provided in 
Section IV. Completion of the elevation process should be within 6<J 
calendar days of receipt of written notification to initiate elevation. 
Following completion of elevation without resolution, the applicable 
USAGE District will no longer integrate the Section 404 and/or Section 408 
permitting processes and the MOU process as to that particular project 
section, 

(c) By the EPA. If at any time after the initiation of a particular Tier 2 EIS, EPA 
concludes that the proposed action In that particular project section does not 
appear to raise significant ME PA or Section 404 issues warranting further EPA 
involvement, or that its comments/substantive requirements are not being 
satisfactorily addressed in the EIS, EPA will communicate that conclusion to the 
other Signatory Agencies in writing and will initiate mid-level elevation and may 
continue elevation as needed, as provided in Section FV, Completion of the 
elevation process should be within 60 calendar days of receipt of written 
notification to initiate elevation. Following completion of elevation without 
resolution, EPA will not participate in this MOU process as to that particular 
project section. If, subsequent to ERA'S, withdrawal, new information arises or 
the proposed project is changed in some material way, EPA will note the new 
Information or project changes in writing to the other Signatory Agencies, and 
will once again participate in this M.OU process as to the subject project section. 
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However, the EPA agrees to not revisit previous Checkpoint decisions, unless it is 
necessary due to availability of substantive new information, 

3. Appointment of EIevation Representatives. Each Signatory Agency will identlfy the 
appropriate representatives for elevation. This process is described in more detail in 
Section FV of the MOU. 

4 . Focus of the MO U. Th e focu s of t he M OU is l he fo rmal tom m itmen t of Sign at ory 
Agencies for early and continuous involvement In HST project development. The 
required steps are shown in Figure 1, Overview of the Californio HST Program MOU 
Process. 

5. FRA and Authority Responsibilities. FRA is the Federal lead agency and is ultimately 
responsible for implementation of this MOU. Generally, the specific activities 
outlined in this section are performed by the Authority in consultation with FRA; 
Including preparing information packets, convening meetings, addressing agency 
responses, and initiating the mid-level elevation briefing paper. FRA is responsible 
for issuing closure letters for the checkpoints. 

6. Chee kpoi nts. Th e integration process co mprises th ree checkpoints, wh i ch 
punctuate ongoing coordination efforts. These checkpoints are: 

(a) Definitio n of Pu rpose an d Meed for th e Tier 2 H ST p reject; 

(b) Identification of the Range of Alternatives to be Studied in the Project 
(Tier 2) OR/ES5; and 

(c) Preliminary LEDPA Determination; USAGE Section 408 Draft Response ; and 
Draft Mitigation Plan (DMP) consistent with 33 CF.R. Part 332 and 40 C.F.R, Part 
230 (73 FR 19,593 dated April 10, 2003). 

A diagram outlining the coordination and checkpoints process is below as Figure 2. 
Appendix B outlines the data or analysis that should be included in the checkpoint 
information packets. 

7. Participants. All Signatory Agencies may participate in the checkpoints. The level of 
participation by the agencies differs by agency and by checkpoint as described in 
Table 1, Types of Response by Agency and Checkpoint. The flow of Information and 
decision points within each checkpoint h described in Figure 2, Coordination ond 
Checkpoint Process. 
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Figure 2. Coordination and Checkpoint Process 5 ' 1 * 3 


X. start with informal coordination process for information exchange and agency input. 



2. When ready for formal Checkpoint process, proceed as follows: 



1 If the response is Concurrence, Rec omrViendaEion, or Agreement - Authority and FRA proceed 

to next Chcfispomt- 

3 if response is Non-Con currency Plot Recommend, or Disagreement with request fo elevate - 
fRA initiates, rtnd'tevel elevation. 
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8. toordinati on M eatings. Th e i ntegratlon pro cess m a y invo I ve a series of 
coordination meetings to exchange information about the HST project section and 
potential impacts. While in-person meetings are preferred, the meetings may occur 
by conference call or web meeting.. Among other objectives, coordination meetings 
provide an opportunity for the Responding Agencies to identify what additional 
information will be necessary lo make a decision about an upcoming checkpoint. 
Care should be taken in scheduling meetings, such that they are well-crgen^ed. are 
not in conflict with meetings scheduled for other HST sections, and focused on 
making progress towards a specific project issue or issues. Timeframes for 
information exchange and response will be mutually determined by the Signatory 
Agencies on a HST project section or alignment location, 

9. Checkpoint Meetings. A Checkpoint is initiated when the Authority sends a 
checkpoint informational packet to the Signatory Agencies. The Authority will 
convene a "checkpoint meeting" when they determine it is appropriate and 
necessary to make a checkpoint decision, If a disagreement or non-concurrence is 
pending, this should be identified by the signatory Agency raising the disagreement 
or non-concurrence at or preferably before the checkpoint meeting. Throughout 
this MOU process, ail Signatory Agencies share responsibility for providing informal 
"■heads up" of pending problems/potential issues as early as possible so that the 
other agencies can begin to prepare fora mid-ievel elevation or other intervention 
before the formal responses are made, If a mid-ievel elevation appears likely, the 
Authority should begin framing the elevation briefing paper, coordinating the 
development of the briefing paper with the Signatory Agencies, and scheduling the 
mid-level elevation during or Immediately after the checkpoint meeting. 

10. information Packet. The Authority is responsible for sending information packets to 
the Signatory Agencies at least Id calendar days or as otherwise agreed upon 
timeframe in advance of each checkpoint meeting. Information packets should 
Identify critical issues of concern to the other Signatory Agencies, As the Authority is 
preparing the information packet, issues should be identified and communicated 
informally to the Signatory Agencies. 

11. Authority Request for Response and Responding Agency Responses. Following a 
checkpoint meeting, the Authority will send the Responding Agencies a request for 
response. Upon receipt of a request for response, each agency that chooses to 
respond will send the response In writing or by e-mail to the Authority and fra 
within 30 calendar days. The response will be an agreement or disagreement. 
Additionally, the USAGE may submit a concurrence or non-concurrence concerning 


the Preliminary LEDPA/ Draft Mitigation Plan (DMP). Also, the USAGE District-level, 
would either preliminarily recommend or not recommend Section 408 approval at 
checkpoint C as specified in Table 1, Types of Response by Agency. The response 
terms (agree/disagree and for the USAGE, concur/non-concur and/or 
recommend/not recommend) will reflect the regulatory responsibilities of the 
Responding Agencies at different points in the WEPA, Section 404. and Section 408 
processes. Table 1 summarizes the only types of response an agency may give at a 
Checkpoint. 

Table 1. Types of Response by Agency. 


Agency 

Purpose & 
Weed 

Alternatives 

Preliminary 

LED PA/DM P 

USAGE Section 

408 Draft 

Response 

USAGE 

Agree/Disagree 

Agree/Disagree 

Concur/hl on- co ncu r 

Recommend/Not 

Recommend 

ERA 

Agree/Disagree 

Agree/Disagree 

Agree/Disagree 

M/A 


12. Types of Response. As summarized in Figure 2, Coordination and Checkpoint 
Process, the Responding Agency sends a formal agreement or disagreement, (and 
the USAGE may also send a concurrence or non-concurrence at the Preliminary 
LED PA/D MP and recom mend/not recommend at the USAGE Section 408 Draft 
Response checkpoint) to the Authority, as follows' 

(a) Agreement/Disagreernent. The Responding Agency provides a written 
response agreeing or disagreeing with the Authority's checkpoint proposal, if 
there is a disagreement, then the Responding Agency's letter must identify the 
basis for the disagreement. If the Responding Agency does not respond within 30 
calendar days, the Authority and FRA may not assume the Responding Agency 
agrees but may proceed with the environmental review process and EIS 
preparation and the Authority and FRA may Initiate the mid-level elevation, and 
may continue elevation as needed. In the case of a disagreement, the Authority 
and FRA must convene a mid-level elevation. 

If the mid-level elevation docs not resolve the issues, the Authority and FRA at 
their discretion may: (i) continue to attempt to resolve the problem through 
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other forms of dispute resolution (such as continued efevaticn or use of a 
facilitator), (11) may proceed without resolution, or fill) may proceed while 
concurrently attempting to resolve the problem, if the Authority and FRA choose 
to move on, any Responding Agency may concurrently request a senior-level 
elevation within seven calendar days of notification by the Authority of the 
decision to proceed. The senior-elevation group will decide whether or not they 
wish to review the issue, 

[b] Concurrence/Mon-concurrence by the USAGE. The USAGE provides a 
written response concurring or non-concurring with the Preliminary LEDPA and 
DBVtP at checkpoint C, If the USAGE Issues a non-concurrence letter, then it must 
identify the basis for non-concurrence. If the USAGE does not respond within 30 
calendar days, the Authority and FRA may initiate the mid-level elevation, and 
may continue elevation as needed. If the Authority and FRA receive a 
non-concurrence from the USAGE, the Authority and FRA may not proceed until 
the USAGE concurs with the Preliminary LEDPA and DMP. 

(c} Recommend/Not recommend by 3 USAGE District Office. Checkpoint C atso 
requires a written response from USAGE District Offices) preliminarily 
recommending or not recommending Section 408 approval, if the USAGE District 
Office's response letter does not preliminarily recommend Section 408 approval, 
then it must identify the basis for the decision. If the USAGE District Office does 
not respond within 30 calendar days, the Authority and FRA may initiate the 
mid-level elevation, and may continue e.evation as needed. If the Authority and 
ERA receive a "not recommending'" letter from the USAGE District Qfficets), the 
Authority and FRA may not proceed until the USAGE District Qfhcefs] 
preliminarily recommends Section 408 approval. 

13, Closure at Each Checkpoint. At each checkpoint, the FRA, in consultation with the 
Authority, will send the Signatory Agencies a letter Identifying the status of each 
issue that received a disagreement or non-concurrence. This letter will be sent 
before the next checkpoint, hefore the draft EIS Is issued, before the final Ei$ is 
issued, or within 90 days after the checkpoint, whichever is sooner, if a mid-level 
elevation has been triggered, and resolution is reached prior to the mid-level 
elevation, the Authority will send notification to the Signatory Agencies. 

14. Mid-level elevation. The procedure for the mid-level elevation is described in 
Section IV. 
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Section IV. Elevation Procedures and Other Region-Specific Dispute Resolution Tools 

Elevation, as necessary, is encouraged. The elevation process is intended to resolve issues 
quickly, and to maintain constructive working relationships. This section provides an overview 
of the HST project section or alignment location specific dispute resolution tools available under 
this MOU, Detailed guidance and recommendations are available in Appendix A. In keeping 
with the Spirit of the integration process, nothing in this section precludes any other traditional 
or nontraditionaj approaches to dispute resolution. 

]. Flexibility. The specific dispute resolution tools Ore intended to be expeditious, 
practical, respectful, and accessible. All the tools are available at any point on a 
voluntary basis. However, the mid-level elevation is required for disagreements or 
non-concurrences. For these, the briefing paper should be used as described in 
Appendix A. The mid-level elevation may be used any time (including outside the 
checkpoints) all the Signatory Agencies agree it would be effective. 

2. Representatives for Elevation. When the FRA initiates the NEPA/404/408 
integration process, ft will request that each Responding Agency initiate its internal 
actions for preparing to engage in the elevation process, including the review of the 
briefing paper and confirmation of the appropriate mid-level and senior-level 
representatives who have been identified to speak for their agency (Appendix A). 

The sen lor-level representative should include the top regional/state decision maker 
for each agency, or his/her designee, 

3. The Mid-level Elevation. The miri-level elevation is a tool to resolve disagreement or 
non-concurrence at a checkpoint. Though the Responding Agencies should have 
given the Authority and FRA informal notice prior to and at the checkpoint meeting, 
the format trigger for s mid-level elevation is the receipt by the Authority and FRA of 
a letter of disagreement or non-concurrence or non-recommendation as described 
in Section III. 12{b), 12{c), and 12(d) above or a letter requesting formal elevation to 
resolve an issue (s), Upon receiving the letter, the Authority has 30 calendar days to 
convene a mid-level elevation. Convening a mid-level elevation requires the 
Authority to: 

(a) Notify and schedule the managers who will resolve the dispute and the staff 
who will brief them; 

(h) Coordinate, deveiop, and distribute an elevation briefing paper; and 
(c) Arrange lor and fund a neutral facilitator, as necessary. 

4. Briefing Paper. A cooperatively prepared briefing paper is a key component of the 
mid-level elevation and is recommended for subsequent elevation to senior 
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managers If the latter elevation is determined to be necessary. The briefing paper 
should bo sent by the Authority to the mid-level managers along with a draft agenda 
at least 10 calendar days prior to the mid-level elevation. The briefing paper should 
follow the format as discussed in Appendix A. 

S. Senior-level elevation. If the mid-level elevation does not result in resolution, the 
involved Signatory Agencies may raise the issue to the senior management. 
Eventually, an issue may need to enter a more formal dispute resolution process 
organized by the FRA. 

Section V. Modification and Termination 

1. Modification. 

(a) Any Signatory Agency may prepose modif ications to this MOU. 

(b) Proposals for modification of timelines or methods for a specific HST project 
section or to the MOU will be circulated to all Signatory Agencies for review and 
comment. The agencies will have 30 calendar days from receipt of the proposed 
modification(s) to submit comments. Upon written acceptance of a proposal by 
all Signatory Agencies, the Authority will circulate an MOU amendment for 
execution. 

(c) The ame n ded M OU will become effective 15 ca le n d ar d ays a fter execution 
by the last Signatory Agency and will supersede any previous version of the 
MOU. 

2. Termination. Any Signatory Agency may terminate participation in this MOU upon 
30 days written notice to all other Signatory Agencies. 

Section VI. General Provisions 

1. The NEPA/404/408 integration process does not include all environmental review 
and permitting requirements. FRA as the Federal lead agency, in conjunction with 
the Authority as the state sponsoring agency, is responsible to determine purpose 
and need and the range of alternatives for analysis in NEFA documents, and is 
responsible for issuing the draft and final £15 and supporting documents in 
compliance with NEPA. The ERA has authority under the Clean Air Act section 309 to 
review and comment on the NEPA documents of other Federal agencies. This is 
independent of ERA'S role in the NEPA/404/40S integration process. Specific 
approvals not addressed by this MOU include, but are not limited to, the following; 
any real estate permissions. Endangered Species Act Section 7 compliance, CWA 
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Section 401 water quality certification, Coastal Zone Management Act consistency 
determination. National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 compliance, and 
Department of Transportation Act Section 4(f) compliance, 

2 . Regulatory and resource agency participation in this process does not imply 
endorsement of all aspects of a specific HST project section. Nothing in this MOU is 
intended to diminish, modify, or Otherwise affect the statutory or regulatory 
authorities of the Signatory Agencies. 

3. Documents, data, maps, and other information provided pursuant to this MOU may 
be pre decisional (Intra-agency or inter-agency memoranda or letters) or privileged 
FRA, Authority, ERA, or US ACE information, or information that is prohibited from 
disclosure pursuant to applicable law. For public requests of such Information, 
under the Freedom of Information Actor otherwise, the releasing party will notify 
the other Signatory Agendas and provide an opportunity to comment on whether 
the information is pre-dedsional, privileged, or prohibited from disclosure by 
applicable law. To the extent permissible by law, any recipient of this information 
agrees not to transmit Or otherwise divulge this information without prior approval 
from FRA, Authority, EPA, or U5ACE as appropriate, 

4. A Signatory Agency's participation in the integration process is not equivalent to 
serving as a cooperating agency as defined by regulations promulgated by the 
Council on Environmental Quality, 40 C.F.R Part 1500, which is a separate process 
established through a formal written agreement from a Signatory Agency to the 
Federal lead agency, 

5. As required by the Anti-deficiency Act, 31 U.5.C, Sections 1341 and 1342, all 
commitments made by Federal agencies in this MQU are subject to the aval lability of 
appropriated Funds. Nothing in this MOU, in and of itself, obligates Federal agencies 
to expend appropriations or to enter into any contract, assistance agreement, 
interagency agreement, or incur other financial obligations that would be 
Inconsistent with agency budget priorities. The norv-Federal signatory to this MOU 
agree not to submit a claim for compensation for services rendered to any Federal 
agency in connection with any activities it carries out In furtherance of this MOU. 

This MOU does not exempt the non-Federat parties from Federal policies governing 
competition for assistance agreements. Any transaction involving reimbursement or 
contribution of funds between the parties to this MQU will be handled In accordance 
with applicable laws, regulations, and procedures under separate written 
agreements. 
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The obligations under this MOU of the State of California or its political subdivision 
are subject io the availability of appropriated funds. Mo liability shall accrue to the 
State of California or its political subdivision for failure to perform any obligation 
under this MOU in the event that funds are not appropriated. 

6. This MOU does not confer any right or benefit, substantive or procedural, 
enforceable at law or equity, by a party against the United States, its agencies, its 
officers, or any person, 

7, If all Signatory Agencies decide not to participate io this agreement any further, the 
FRA will provide written documentation to all Signatory Agencies that the MOU is 
terminated. 

E. The parties recognise that EPA and the USAGE have existing agreements on the 
processes that those agencies will use to eotlaboralively and expeditiously resolve 
specific issues in Section 404 permit program implementation. Nothing in this MOU 
is intended to supersede, expend, or void any part of those existing agreements, if 
either the ERA or the USACE initiates any dispute resolution mechanism under these 
existing agreements as to an issue arising in the context of the HST system, the 
initiating agency will communicate that fact to the other parties of this agreement in 
writing. EPA and the USAGE will keep the other Signatory Agencies of this MOU 
apprised of any developments in the dispute resolution process. 

Section V1L Effective Date and Duration 

This MOU will become effective on the date of signature by the last party. This MOU shail 
remain in force, subject to Section IL2, until whichever of these events occurs first: a) the 
USAGE issues the last of the RODs, Section 404 permit decisions, and 40S permit decisions, 
required for the last Tier 2 E1S necessary to complete the HST System; or b) the MOU is 
terminated pursuant to Section V.2. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this MOU is executed by the Federal Raikoad Administration, 
California High-Spped Rail Authority, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the U,S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, acting by and through their respective authorized officers. 







Scott F, "Ru cfe n Donahu e, P, E Da te 

Brigadier General, U.S. Army 

Commanding 



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX 



Office of Railroad Policy and Deveiopment 
Federal Railroad Administration 



Roelof van Ark 

Executive Director 

California High-Speed Rail Authority 


nftT |ze>tx» 

Date 
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Appendix A. Dispute Resolution System 


The Briefing Paper 


When the FRA initiates the WEPA/404/408 integration process, it will request that each 
Responding Agency initiate Its Internal actions for preparing to engage in the elevation 
process, including the review of the briefing paper and confirmation of the appropriate 
mrd-level and senior-level representatives who have been identified to speak for their agency. 
The following are the identified mid-level and senior level representatives for each agency. 


At every mid-level elevation, staff of each of the Signatory Agencies involved in the 
dispute will prepare a cooperative briefing paper. This paper may also be used for 
senior-level elevations. The briefing paper should offer salient information precisely 
framing the issues requiring resolution. The briefing paper: 

* Encourages neutral presentation of Issues, rather than polarising; 

* Maximizes the likelihood of resolution of at least some of the issues as staff prepare for 
the elevation; 

* Ensures that the problem statement Is robust, dear, and focused; and 
- Fosters Improved communication. 

Tfte briefing paper should be short and will need to be developed quickly - in 21 calendar days 
In most cases, A format for the briefing paper is presented below. 

The issues to be addressed in the briefing paper should be framed at the checkpoint meeting. 
The Authority should begin the first draft shortly after the checkpoint meeting. Once the 
Responding Agencies reply formally to the Authority's request for responses, the Authority will 
complete the first draft of the briefing paper and send it to all the Signatory Agencies. A person 
from each agency responsible for the development of the briefing paper (a point oF contact) 
should be identified informally at the checkpoint meeting, if possible, end formally in the 
response letter. 

Upon receipt of the first draft, any of the Signatory Agencies may contribute to the briefing 
paper; use of the Track Changes" tool in Word is preferred. A single set of changes will 1 be 
sent by each agency's point of contact. The Authority may either accept the changes or move 
them to one of the "alternate" columns, and this document becomes the second draft. The 
Authority then distributes the second draft to the contributors and makes requested changes 
prior to sending a final document to the elevation decision-makers. There may be other 
iterations as needed and as the schedule allows. 

Informal telephone conversations and e-mails should occur in support of all stages of the 
development of the briefing paper, 

The specific timing for reviews, changes, and Incorporation of changes may be modified by 
mutual agreement at or shortly after the checkpoint meeting, or whenever a mid-level 
elevation Is first anticipated. 


Signatory Agency 

Mid-level 

Elevation 

Senior-level 

Elevation 

EPA 

Division Director, 
Communities Et 
Ecosystems 

Division 

Regional 

Administrator of 
Region IX 

USAGE 

District 

Commander 

South Pacific 

Division 

Commander 

FRA 

Chief, Environment 
and Systems 

Planning Division 

Associate 
Administrator, 
Railroad Policy and 
Development 

Authority 

Deputy Director 

Executive Director 
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Figure A-l. Sam pie Briefing Paper 


Project Name: 

Checkpoint: 

As briefing paper is developed, alternate views that are not oa-siiy incorporated into 
the main body of the document can be Propped into columns on the right, and srzed ro 
fit in whatever way makes graphic sonae. If the alternate view columns prove to be 
unnecessary, they can be taken out. 

1 1 
M 

3 — 

3 S 

1 3 

a ? 

Background: 



issue L: A Word or Phrase Naming the issue. A succinct summary. Ideally, the list of 
issues will have been sketched out at the checkpoint meeting. 

QA: At the enci of the summary of the issue, end with a question. This helps keep the 
detiSrorMmaiters in the efevahon focused. 

QB; Sometimes within an issue there is more than one question. For Instance, thare 
might be a question about Whether an aliemat.-uE is practicable or not, and there might 
be a separate question aboutwhkh agency ought to make the determination on a 
specific technical Issue. 



issue 2: a word or Phrase Naming th& Second issue, a succinct summary. 

Q 









Resolution: 



issues Still Requiring Resolution: 



ilstes: Checkpoint meeting 

Request for ftBranaa / / : 

Negative assessment or non ‘Concurrence _J i \ 

Mid-level elevation, _ II: 

Resolution /_ 
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Use of Facilitators 

The use of a facilitator may he an effective way to conduct a coordination meeting, checkpoint 
meeting, or elevation, Here are some approaches to involving facilitators that have been 
useful In the past: 

The pro £ess for hiring the facilitator should be os collaborative as practicable. Envoi vl ng 
agencies in the selection of a facilitator sets a neutral tone from the outset. 

Involve the facilitator In the development of the agenda. 

Strike the right balance in terms of substantive knowledge. A facilitator who has to stop and 
ask 'What is section 404 of the CWA?' is I kely to delay resolution, Vet it is not necessary to 
find someone who knows the details of the HST process and each of the statutes and all of the 
regulations. It is probably more important that the facilitator be truly skilled at facilitation and 
have a general natural resources background. 

Timely retention of a facilitator. Identifying and hiring a facilitator on short notice can be a 
challenge, but not an insurmountable one. Many of the agencies participating in this MOU 
have trained facilitators who could assist with the meeting or elevation. The U,S. Institute for 
Environmental Conflict Resolution maintains a roster of qualified facilitators who can be easily 
accessed by many federal agencies, 
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Appendix B, Data or Analysis for NEPA/404/408 Integration Checkpoints 
The following sets forth the date or analysis that should he provided at each checkpoint 

Checkpoint A: Purpose arid Meed 

The purpose and need statement should be broad enough to allowforcgnsiderationofa range of 
reasonable and practicable alternatives that are commensurate with the level of environmental Impacts, 
but specific enough that the range of alternatives may be appropriately focused in fight of the Tier i 
EIS/EIR programmatic decisions. The needs of the project should take scoping comments into account 
and be presented in terms of quantified deficiencies (i.e., existing deficiencies, future wEthout-prcject 
deficiencies, or both) as compared to iome relevant local, regional, state, or national standard or goal. 
FRA as the NEPA lead Federal agency is given substantial deference in determining its NEPA purpose and 
need statement. The purpose and need statement should be coordinated with appropriate agencies. 

The EPA and USAGE agreement on the purpose and need statement will Indicate that the information is 
sufficiently clear and detailed for the USAGE to formulate tho basic and overall project purpose pursuant 
to the CWA section 404(b)(1) Guidelines and Section 40&, and carl be used with confidence in the next 
stage. 

Checkpoint B: Identification of Protect Alternatives fo r Analysis in the DEIS 

in letters dated July 22, 2005, the & PA and the US ACE concurred with the alternative most likely to 
contain the LEDPA for the statewide California HST Project. In addition, the U&ACE concurred m a letter 
dated May 8, 2008 and CPA concurred in a letter dated April 30, 2008 that the Pacheco Pass, San 
Francisco, and San Jose Termini is the program alternative likely to contain the tEDPA for the HST 
system from the Bay Area to the Central Valley. Copies of these letters are incorporated in the M0u as 
Appendix C. The decisions were commensurate with the level and breadth Df the environmental data 
made avaii&ble to the USAGE and EPA at that time and were focused on those Section 404 and NEPA 
issues that wore ripe for consideration. However, the prior Tier 1 concurrences do not obviate the need 
for FRA and the Authority to fully comply with all requirements of the CWA section 404(b)(1) Guidelines 
(40 C.F.Ft, Part 280). during ihe preparation of subsequent Tier Z (project-level) EISs nor do they fulfill the 
USACE's public interest review process ami determination pursuant to 33 C,F,R. Part 320.4(a). New 
Information or changes In project decisions should be carefully considered when developing alternatives 
and may require Tier 1 alternatives to be revisited. If necessary, 

Standardized alternatives evaluation criteria will be used for each H5T project EIR/ElS process Sn order to 
consider a reasonable range of alternatives and to identify thqsE alternatives- that satisfy the project 
purpose and need, and overall project purpose that ere feasible and practicable, and avoid or minimize 
environmental Impacts. HST Project alternatives will be appropriately analyzed and documented in 
accordance with the following: 

1) A detailed project description of the alternatives with engineering layouts on aerials and 
cross sections. 
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2) A brief discuss ia n of t he reasons for co^nsid ering bu t elfm I nating p roject-leve I sltem atiues 
from further detailed study should he provided. An alternative is practicable if it is available 
and capable of being done after taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and 
logistics In light of the overall project purpose!s), 

3) Summary presentation of environmental resources and constraints using data gathered and 
evaluated that should include: 

a. A delineation of potential special aquatic sites and waters of the U.S. should be provided 
through the use of remote sensing Imagery (rotor infrared aerials and digital raster 
graphics or digital elevation models) overlaid with existing data; with photographs or 
video of each feature, maps showing the location of each feature, and a preliminary 
assessment of functions and services by indicating whether the feature exhibits medium 
to high hydrologic, water quality, and habitat integrity; whether th* feature is important 
to associated or adjacent critical habitat, protected species, or public or protected open 
spaces 

b. Maps that show the occurrences of all associated sensitive species that have been 
identified within the survey area in relation to project features, including federally listed 
endangered and threatened species and designated-critical habitat including the site of 
the populations in terms of numbers of individuals and habitat occupied. The maps 
should also include other relevant data such the lOO-ye&r floodplain, biological reserves 
or preserves, wildlife crossings, and habitat conservation planning core and linkage 
areas. 

c_ M aps elea rly de pict i ng lands, easements a nd rightwsf-way necessary for a proposed 
alieration or modification to a Federally authorized Project- 

Checkpoint C: Preliminary LEDPA Determination 

1) The project actrv ities shou Id be c learly depicted by providing: 

a. Description and pla ns detailing tem po ra ry im pacts includ i ng: gra ding, clearing and 
grubbing, and water diversion activities, location of construction staging areas, access 
areas, and borrow and storage sites; and the duration of these activities; 

b. Descriptions and pla ns detaili ng per maneni i m pacts Incl uding: location, size, a nd de pih 
of structures or fill material; quantity and composition ol fill material; changes m 
topography and vegetation; and 

c. Descript ion a nd/or pEa ns of opc rations I o r fong-te rm activities. 

2) The impacts must be clearly depicted and accurately characterized by providing a detailed 
description and quantification (in estimated acres of impacts) of the project temporary, 
permanent, and indirect and cumulative impacts on special aquatic sites and other waters of 
the U„S„ including the type of impact (e.g. r habitat removal, fragmentation, introduction of 
exotic species) arid Its magnitude, These effects must be evaluated at the appropriate local 
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or regional context. Any avoidance and minim Nation measures in design should he 
weII-documented and quantified in terms of acres of impacts avoided associated with each 
avoidance dr minimization measure. 

3 ) A deta I led {ra ptd a ssessment or bette r) assessment of the fu net ions an d services of special 
aquatic sites and other waters- of the U.5. is necessary to provide adequate analysis of 
impacts. The assessment should determine which functions are performed by the 
wetland/waters, the services or those functions, and how the project will affect the 
continued performance of the Identified functions. The precise assessment methodology 
for characterizing the functions and services of aquatic resources should be determined in 
close consultation with the USAGE. 

4) Consideration of temporary, permanent, and indirect and cumulative impacts on biological 
resources, including sensitive species Including federally listed endangered and threatened 
species and designated critical habitat. 

5) Considerstio n of tern parary, perma dent, a nd cu mu lative impacts on cultural resources, 
including sites listed on the Nariorval Register of Historic Places or National Historic 
Landmarks, 

Checkpoint C. Draft Mitigation Flan 

1) Compensatory mitigation plan to offset permanent losses of waters of the U,S., including a 
statement describing how temporary losses of waters of the U,S. will be minimized to th# 
maximum extent practicable; or, justification explaining why compensatory mitigation 
should not be required. 

a. Any compensatory mitigation proposed should be based on the watershed approach 
and should comply with the final mitigation rule issued by the EPAand the USAGE on 
April 10 r ZOOS, and USACE-issuod Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Guidelines. 

b. Adescriptianofanycompeusatoiy m Itigatkm proposed should s pacify the am ou nt, 
type, and location of compensatory mitigation, including any out-of-kind compensation, 
or indicate the intention to use an approved mitigation hank or in-lieu fee program. 

c. If t he mstf gat ion pro pose! i ndudes project act ivities to create, restore, a nd/or enh a nee 
waters of the u.S. and aquatic ecosystems, a prospectus of candidate mitigation sites 
should be provided that Includes; 

I A detailed descrlptio n of proposed activities to create, restore, a nd/or enh a nee 
waters of the U5 and aquatic ecosystems including the amount, type, and 
location; 

II A jurisdictional delineation of existing features and a detailed assessment of the 
existing functions and services of special aquatic sites and other waters; of the 
U,5; 
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III. a detailed assessment of the proposed functions and services of special aquatic 
sites and other waters of the U.S.; 

jy, Discussion of buffer areas and habitat linkages; 

v. D Istu ss ion of hydro logy a nd hyd ra ulic dcs ign conside rations; 

vi. Listing of species to be used in carrying out mitigation; 

vif. Cost estimate and feasibility analysis; 

viii. M i t rgatiem su ceess crite rks and monitoring met hods; 

lx. Ada ptive ma n agem ent plans; 

x. Longte rm mat ntenance and ma n ag£ me nt pla ns; 

xi. Financial assurances; and 

xis- Long-te rm site protection instrum ents, 

rh^rknnfnt C: US ACE Section 408 Draft Response 

When the Authority has provided sufficient engineering and hydraulic ana lysis, the USAGE District shall 
determine if the types of ateratio ns/mod if leaf ions to a Federal flood control facility would require 
approval by the District Engineer or by U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Headquarters (HQUSACE) under 33 
U.$>C 403 (see '‘Determination of Approval Level'' on Figure 1; Overview of the California HST Program 
MOU Process), if proposed a tterat ions/mod if ications are minor, low impact modifications, the Authority 
shall coordinate with the local sponsor of the Hood control facility and/or the USAGE District, as 
appropriate. N£PA compliance fes still required for minor modifications; therefore, the level of 
documentation should be coordinated with the USAGE District or local sponsor. The District Engineer 
approval process under 33 U-S.C Section 408 is not depicted in Figure 1. 

if HQUSACE approval is required, the applicable USAGE District shall provide review and information of 
the required risk analysis, safety assurance review, and policy compliance necessary to make a 
preliminary recommendation for each alteration or modification requiring HftUSACE approval. The 
Authority shall provide the safety assurance review plan and all the necessary technical analysis and 
supporting documentation for the following; 

1 1Risk Analysis: The Authority shall provide an analysis of the risk and uncertainty through 
evaluation of potential system impacts limited to the hydrologic and hydraulic parameters, 
impacts will be determined by comparing performance parameters as presented in ER 
iilO-2-101 for the existing or base condition to the condition resulting from the project 
a Iteration/mod if itation. The base performance conditions are defined by authorized project 
features. The USAGE has provided technical guidance in EM 1110-2-1619, but has yet to fully 
develop the guidance needed to analyze nsk and uncertainty for the geotechnical and structural 
performance of a system. Until such guidance is developed, deterministic procedures are 
appropriate for demonstrating geotechnical and structural Integrity under the full range of 
loading conditions. 
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s Review JSAR) Plan Is required 
by the USAGE Division. When the US ACE District is concur nenriy perform ins investigatignis that 
will entail a safety assurance review at the project Igwtion, the SARfor Die overarching study 
will suffice but must be completed pnor to initiation of construction, in cases where no USAGE 
investigations are ongoing, an SAR on the proposes a Iteration/modification must be performed 
by the Authority in advance of Checkpoint C in accordance with EC 1165-2'209. Th-e US ACE 
District will utilize the SAR results when making a preliminary 408 District recommendation. 


^ Policy Cornofiance: The applicable USAGE District shall review and certify the 
tegal/policy/Eechnical and quality management of the decision document for each alteration or 
modification requiring HQUS ACE approval. 


A 60 percent or greater #ngineerirtf design as well as any additional information specified In the (a) 
October 23, 2006, CECWPB Memorandum for Major Subordinate Commands, SUBJECT: Policy and 
Procedural Guidance for the Approval of Modification and Alteration of Corps of Engineer Projects and 
f b) November 17 f 2006, CECW-PB Memorandum from the Director of GvN Works titled "Clarification 
Guidance on the Policy and Procedural Guidance for the Approval of Modifications and Alteration of 
Corps of Engineers Projects" ts required far a USAGE District to provide a preliminary recommendation. 


Appendix C. Prog ram-Level/Tier 1 NEPA/4G4 integration Letters 
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UkllTED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTS AGENCY 
REGION lit 

75 Hawihomo Street 
Son Francisco, CA 93105-3501 


My 22,2005 

Mark Ya&hmetz 

Environmental Program Manager 
Federal Railroad Administration 
\ 120 Vermont Avenue, NW, MS 20 
Washington, D.C. 20a 9D 






Slfojech California Speed Train System Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement Request for Concurrence 


Dear Mr- Yacfonete! 

The ’JJS. Environmental Protection Agency (3PA) is writing in respanse royour request 
of July l“r 2 005, fcjF concurrence on the range of alternatives that arc “most t&ely to ctmteirf the 
least enviiQninofttftlly damaging practicable alternative (LBDPA) for die j;rg>pos<?d California 
High Speed Train System. Following out review of Hie Administrative Draft of 4s Final 
Programmatic Environments] impact Statement (PEIS) submitted to EPA or. Inly : 1,2MJ5, we 
concur that the preferred. alignments and station options, us listed in the atciciimeut, arc most 
likely eo contain the LEDPA, 3 requirement of Section 4&1 of itie Clean Wacci Act- EPA‘s 
concurrence encompasses the preferred High Speed Train aii^imsntaitclfitLUtonoilernatlvcs in 
ept-h of the five goostaphfo sums of the project: Bay Area to Merced, Sacrainento lo Bakersfield,: 
Bakersfield to Lofl Angelesi, Lo$ Angeles to San Diego via Xnlane Empire, and Los AngeW to 
San Diego via Orange County. 

Through a Go&pa eting Agency Memorandum of Undemanding (MQU) slgoed in July 
2003, EPA has coordinated with the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) ar*L tlrc California 
High 5p=ed Rail Authority (CTTSRA) tn ostafalrth agreement an decisions made in the 
enviitmrcscntHl review process otsd to avoid revisiting those decisions ai a later date. This 
coordination is accomplished through thfc early integration of the reqyiremenis of the National 
Envitocunontal Policy Act (NEPA) and Section AD4 of the Clean Water Act (CW A) and EPA 
concurrence with decisions made ai Eignificaot uaiuts. in the project development- 

The PEIS, or "Her ]" cvalUAtiOTV provide; landscape-level analysis of potential 
environmental impacts. The Tier 1 process is expected to Identify (boss alternative feat will he 
analyzed tn detail nt the "Tier 2” p^oject-lEytl evaluat ion. As outlined in the MOD, EPA's 
wncurceiice establishes agreement on those alternatives that are most likely to contain the 
LEDFA Rl this Tier 1 programmatic level and should, therefore, he advanced for further study at 
Tier 2. During the Tier 2 project-lcve] environmental review, EPA will conthnro to coordinate 
with FRA and CHS PA to determine which routes arc die LEDPA. 

OnSy alternatives th*l ?re the Least danuging to aquatic resource; and are practicable 
(feasible and in light of cost, logistics, end technology) een he permitted Through tills early 
integration aim 1 - coftcurrsiGe process, EPA has provided feedback that will aide (treTler2 projoek 


teyd analyses. We provide die teste wing comments associated whh (be determination of the 
routes most likely to contain the LEDPA. Those comments should be incorporated in the Final 
PEIS. 

Bay Aren to the Central Valley 

Follow! Lig EPA’s review of dm Draft PEIS in August 20ft4, EPA ictnti fied patent Lai 
impact* to aquatic resources of national importance (CWA Section 4(J'l{q), 33U.5.C. 1344(g)), 
wetlands, water quality, wildlife hahitai, and endangered species ihat would result from Lite 
alternative sligomeate presented for due Diablo Direct and Pacheco alignments within the Say 
Area, lo Merced region. The proposals described in (lift Draft PEIS for a high speetftraliii route 
following die Diablo Direct clignrncnis present federal permitting elialfortgss because they would 
fragment the Diablo Range, bisect aquatic resources of national importance (including Oreetimba 
Creek), 3 »d impact Stets parks, wildornnss, and private* state, and federal conservation and 
mitigation lands. The Draft PEIS ktemified that a proposed mute through :!ie Itechaeo Pass may 
result in significant impanta to waters of the United States, resulting in similar pvnnsiiteg 
difficulties. 

Because of the potentially adverse impsett rrom the Diablo Direct and Paeheoo 
ftligumcote, we commend FRA and CHSRA for deferring n decision on un alignment con tiecting 
the Boy Area to Merced until it supplemental enaiysls enn he completed lo demonstrate to the 
public nod the decision-makers that all veriaiions of alternatives connecting the Bay Aren to !he 
Central Valley have been folly evaluated oomisterrt wish the CWA Section 4Q4(bHI) Guidelines. 

Sao'oiiiEntc io o'Wrjiuvyj 

FRA and CHSRA have ncommcnded (bar both die Union Pudffc Railroad (UPRR) and 
Centra! California Traction (CCT) fllignmenls be can-ied forward in die Tier 2 project- level 
NEPA documeats. We understand iliar die UPRR alignniKU is preferred by FRA and CHSKA 
because ir ts ten a&tive freight onrridorj is slighMy slwner witii shorter tntwl times £1 minute), and 
has lower ctHtslTisetion costs (o^imetted Si50 million) and that tin; CCJ' alignment is m 
ahandonstf freight corridor (hat is identified for a community-supported mtls-to-i rails project 
However, the UPRR alignment would have poteni Lully greater impftGts to fed orally regLLlated 
watem thou the CCT alignment, md. the UPRR alignment ]s not clearly the alternative most likely 
!o contain the LEDPA. In addition, (lie UP]tR ilignjnert crosses impurtnnt aquatic Cor.servatiorr 
lands including Valensin Rfliith and Snake- Mersh. Wc agree Willi (lie docision to carry both 
alignments forward for aludy at (hs p'OfeaKtsvci to ensure corupliwwc wisSj the CWA and 
rtucctsaful Identification of (ho LEDPA. 

Fresno to Baksrsjiild 

ERA suppiirt-; the decision b^- CHERA and FRA to both £i) identify the Burlington 
Northern Santa Fc (BNSFj alignment us the prefeiTed option for liigh speed train service 
connecting Fiesiuo to Bakersfield, and (2) folly evaluato an additional alignment, such ns the 
UPRR alignment, in prajcd-levcl onvironmeota! review should the proposed additional planning 
study identify a feasible and practicable alignment that is likely to be less damaglns to water and 
hlolagica! resources. 

The BN5F and UPKR zlrgmnem have similar potential Impacts to aquatic resources such 
as wetlands and streams, while tine BNSF alignment has greater impacts to wildlife bahitat We 
an; an j are ihfiti local bjoJogists are concerned about the potential impact tljat the BNSF alignment 
may have on movement corridors for Hiroa(cucd nnd oidaiigo/Citl species afld the efttetf of 
conservation Lq^ds linking the. list remaining stands of native habitat, including alkali pmselanda 
and alkali sink scrub. We are contideal that the decision to analyze foe BNSF allffinntifi, as well 
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as Any alternative that is demons Luted to be less damaging to bieJqgieal and water resources 
through, line additional proposed study* will result in a high speed train alignment most likely to 
contain the LEDFA, 

Carroll Canyon an. Miramar Road 

As noted fol towinjf [a 01 ] r com mcnl tcLker on the Programmatic DEIS, hath Lho Carrol! 
Canyon arid Miramar Road aLi^mcnts for rrtoiwctingMirb Mesa to Sen Diego may affect 
downstream Lgoons. The Cat roll Canyon ilignmefo will also affrct the- ability of this region to 
absorb seasonal and annual flood waters, wilt increase erosion and sedimentation, and may 
ijagfitEvsIy impact the water quality of ike downstream Los PtniisquEtos Lagptm. Because ihe 
Carroll Canyon align man! would effect owe vernal pools and more ncuMvetiands wEtcrs them tli-c 
Mlmmar Road route, and bccaitse this j.ta has been designated as a multiple habitat planning 
area (MURA) through the Sat. Diego Multiple Species Conservation Plan, ERA supports FRA 
and CH.SRA 1 * doc is ton to analyse both <hs Miramar Hoad and the Carroll Canyon aliments at 
the project-levs] r 

Thank you fur this opportunity la comment on the high speed train alternatives most 
tikflly to contain the LEDPA, We have provided the above tommcois, along with continuous 
intora^cjicy ccttmun station and aMtoinafton, to aide in the development of future project-level 
analyses for a Stigh spaed bain system for California. Wo look forward to reviewing and 
commenting cn future Tier % project-level analyses for this Eu’.portont Statewide project. In 
addition, we are available to provide guidance and input related to establishing a framework for 
mitigation and foturc sMius riding the Bay Ares to Centra) Valley and Fresnci to Bakersfield 
alignments. 

EFA will provide comments on the Final PEIS, pursuant to our WEPA/Clem Air Act 
Section authority, once ft is available for public review. This concludes the interagency 
concurrence process for the Tier I programmatic environmental review process, os established by 
the MOL 1 - If you hove any auestiuns, pleas# fuel fires to contact me 3t4154 , T2-3843 l or Nova 
BIjvmL Transportation Team Leader. Nova can be reached at 415-972-3846 or 

bliixej .nova@epE.gav. 



Ennius Moruianillfl, Director 
CpinmuEtitrw and Ecosystems Division 


cc: Mclidi MorsM, California High Speod Hail Authority 

David Casianon, Los Angulos Army Corps of ^neera 
Wayne White, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Crawford Tuttie, California Resources Agency 
James Brttlham, CalifomiaEnviromnental Frotectior. Agency 

Enclosure: F,FA Concurmneft on High Speed Train Alignment and Station Alternatives Most 

Likely to Contain foe LEDPA 


EFA CrmciirrtntcrniHigh Sneatl Train Alto.cm mi d Statio n Alternative:: tlm taie 

Likely to Cnuto to ilieL eMi Euvironmenthllv Damaging Practi cable Alternative 

£PA concurs with the following High Speed Train alignment and starlan alternatives us “most 
likely to ooniutn the least envEronnsoflially damaging praetianbl* alternative rt to be carried 
forward For analysis in future Tier 2 project level analyses: 


Bav Area to gfegail 

5 Bav Area to Central Vallcvr 

CdrrWor bounded by, an including, the Pacheeo Pass (SR-152) to Sire south* Utc Altnoioot Pass (I- 
m) to the north* the BNSF Corridor to Use wet* and the Csllrain Corridor to liie west, exoltidififl 
Hairy Coe State Park and station options at Los Banos- 

* Sau Fraligtscn Peninsula: 

Calsraio CoLTidar (Staiod UsoTour^’rack) 

PotontlaL Station Location*; downtown San Francisco (Treosbay Terminal), San Fmntlsoo 
Airport (Millbrae), srd Redwood City or Palo Alto 


a Ea^ t Bav Alignment: 

Hayward Line to 1480 (Hayward Aligpnwsri/I-880) 

Potential station Location*: West Oakland or 12 th Stroet/CIty CstitM, Union City, and Sen Jose 


gaerninento to Hakersfidd: 

- gaerau icn mji> Scwlttoiu 

Union Pacific Railroad (UFFTl) and Central California Traction (CCT) 

Potential Station Locations: downtown Sacramento, downtown Stockton 

■a Stock ion to Merced: 

Burlington Northern Santo Fe (BNSF) analysed with and without an Express Loop 
Potential Station Locations: Modesto (Arntrak - Briggaihore) and Merced (downtown or Csslk 
Air Force Base). 

* Merced to F naim: 

BNSF 

Potential Station Locations! Fresno Downtown 

* rv^iintu Baker?tleld: T , 

BNSF (and any other practicable alternative,'; identified as being less damti&Hg to water mdw 
biological resources following additional study to nerve a potential Visalia Station) 

Potential Station Locations: downtown Bakersfield (Truxton) 

13flltcrsficld to Lta AngeJes; 

□ Bakersfield to SybMr: 

SK.-5 Efsoleond Canyon Oori'idor (Ante tope Vnil By) 

Poieuiial Station Locations: Palmdale .AirpartTransporiation Center 


* Sylmai to Los Angeles: 
Metro! ink/UPRR 
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Potaatki Station Locations; downtown EtarbanL (Burbank Meti clink Media Station) and Los 
Ar.geies Union Station 

Los Angles to Snn Diego vin In (and limvirci 

Los Angeles of March Ain Rnscrye Base: 

UPRR Riwside/OPRi^ Colton Line 

potential Station Options: Eas= San Gdmal Valley (City of Industry), Ontario AlrporT,, and 
Riverside fUC Riverside) 

i Mtirdi Air Rewave Base i-u Mira Mega; 

I-215/I-15 

Potential Station Locationsi Temoilfi Valley (Murrieta) and Bffcondkio 

* Mira tVlcJJi to Snn Dreao: 

Carroll Canyon Or Miramar Rjoatl 

Potential Station Locations; University City and Downtown San Diego (5*nia Fa Depot) 


* jLos Angdes to Irvine: 

LQSSAM Corridor 

Potential Station Lawiiosm HormUt, Analidn Thinsportation C«ntar, nnd Irvine TitaisjportafkHi 
Center. 



nCP,YTC 


Office of the Chief 
Regulatory Branch 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

LOa ANGELES DISTF1CT. CORPS CE ENG]NECKS 
p r o aoit saa? 11 

LOS AN5ELE3, CAL irORhCA SOGH-^SZS 

My 22,2005 


Mr. Mark E. Yachmeti 

Associate Administrator for Railroad Dtvdtopmtast 
US. Department of Transportation 
Federal Bail road Administration 
1120 Vermont Avenue, NJW. 

Washington;, D.C. 20550 

Dear Mr. Yachmfctei 

I am responding to your request (dated July il, 2005 and Jddros&ed to Mr. David J. 
Captation) for concurrence on the alternative most likely to yi eld' the least env iron mentally 
damaging practicable alternative ("LEDPA’ 1 ) for the statewide California High Spaed Train 
Project ('’Project*'). If approved and implemented, Lhe Project would entail an approximate 700- 
mfle-toiyg high-speed train connecting San Diego, JLos Angelis, die Central Valley, Sacramento 
and ibe Bay Area regions. The system would, bo grade-separated and capable of reaching speeds 
in excess of 200 miles per hour. 

The Project’s Draft Program Environmental ImpactRoport/Enviromnental Impact 
Statement C*EIR/Ef$”) analyses two primary “system 1 alternatives, which include -* proposed 
high-speed (join alternative arid a modal alternative, plus the inquired No ProjtrotfNo Acitofi 
alternative. In addition io die system alternatives, the federal Railroad Administration CFRA”) 
and the project proponent, the Califcrni&High Speed Rail Authority (“ CHSRA”), evaluated a 
range of potential high-speed train corridors, alignment and associated station locations within 
the five regional areas. Under our Section 404 of the Clean Water Act purview, the Corps 
provided feedback on the evaluation of these alternatives and offered technical input pertaining 
to aquatic resources for the development of the Program EIR/EI5. 

In accordance with the Project 2003 Cooperating Agencies Memorandum of 
Understanding ("MOIT) between ill* FRA, the US. Army Corps of Engineers (’“Corps"), 
Fr-derai Highway Administration, Federal Transit Administration, and US, Environmental 
Protection Agency, we offer our concurrence on die preferred high .speed train corrifors/general 
alignments tind-geottfll station locations identified isi the attachments to your April 26, 2A05 and 
July ID 20D5 correspondences. We have based our concurrence on the infuimation and analyses 
provided in tho Staff Rseoiwnvndntions on Identifying P>nfemd Alignmai t s md Ration 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
rcr.GiQN ik 

75 HaWlHorne Stteel 
San Francfaoe, CA S41Q5-3&01 


Locations rtpon (dated January, 2005), the screen check DrafE Final ProgramEER/HlS (dated 
June 24,2005; and as amended July 19,2005), and the supplemental infatuation transmitted to 
our office July 11,2005. 

At this- programmatic transportation planning stage, our concurrence on "be alternative 
'most likely to yield" the LED! 1 A represents a decision commensurate with the level and breadth 
of existing environmental data tirade ryue table to the Corps, Moreover, such concurrence does 
not obviate the need for the FRa to fully comply with all requirement of the 404(b)(1) 
Guidelines during the preparation of any subsequent project-level HIS, at which Lime 1 e is. 
expected the CESRA and/or JFRA would seek Section 4Qd of the CWA and Section 10 of tire 
Rivers and Harbors Age permits, eb appropriate. 

1 am forwarding topics of this Setter to Mr, Mehdl Mosshsd and Mr. Dan Leavitt, 
California High Speed Rid Authority, 925 LStreet, Suita 1425, Sacramento, California 95814; 
Mr. Enrique Manzanilla and Mr. Tim V&ndUnskLU-S. Emriionmenial Protection Agency, 
Region IX, 75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, California 54105-3901; and Mr, Mark 
Littlefield, CI S, Fish and Wildlife Sendee, Ecological Services,, 230D Cottage Way, Room W- 
2605, Sacramento, California P5B25- 

The Coips the importance of this statewide project and in working 

eoUfiborativdy with the FRA on the Final Program ElR/ElS. If you have any questions relaimg 
to Section 404 of Lrte Cleon Water Act t>i our regulatory program in general please feel free to 
contact Ms. Susan A. Meyer at (213) 452-3412 of my staff. Please refer ro this letter and 
20GIQQ8S7-6AM in your reply. 



Alex C, Dooisteuder 
Colonel, US Army 
District Engineer 


April 3 ft, 200S 


David Vileiisteiii, Environmental Program Manager 
Federal RaiJrcifld Administration 
1120 Vermont Avemirij NW, MS 20 
Washington, D.C. 20590 

SubjecL EPA Coneunence on the Corridor Most Likely to Contain the Le ast 

Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative for the Bay Area to Centre! 
Valley Draft Programmatic Environmental Impscl Statement 

Dear Mr Valenstein: 

Thu Tf.S. Environmental Protection Agency (CPA) is wriiing in response to your request 
of March 6 , 2QG8 for concurrence on the envridor most likely to contain the least environmentally 
damaging preferred alternative (LEDPA) for the proposed Buy Area to Central Valley 
Cidifcirnia High Speed Train System. We appreciate receiving follow-up materials provided to 
us via meeting on March 13,2008. As outlined In the Cooperating Agency Memorandum of 
Understanding (MGU), EPA’s concurreitceon the corridor most likely to contain the LEDPA is 
Intended ta bitegratothc requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act early jti the enviLOsimcntaS review prhwas. EPA appreciates 
the coordination with your agency on this project and looks forward lo eon Tinned participation in 
this, and future project-level, environmental reviews. 

PURPO SE AND NEED 

On January 27,2G07* EPA concurred with die following purpose and need statement for 
the Bay Area to Central Valley High Speed Train project: 

"The purpose of the Bay Area High Speed Train is to provide a reliable high-speed 
electrified train system that links the major Bay Aren cities to the Centre! Vat fay, 
Sacramento, and Southern California, and shut delivers predictable and consistent trove! 
times. Further objectives are to provide Interfaces bshpean the HSTsystem and major 
commercial airports, mass transit and the highway network and to relieve capacity 
constraints of the existing transportation system fli a manner sensitive to and protective 
of the Bay Area to Central Valley region's and California r s unique natural resources". 

RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES 

Though the January 27,2007 letter, EPA also concurred with the mugs of System 
Alternatives Lo be advanced to the Tier 1 Draft SIS. These alternatives include No BudidTs'o 
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Action. Modal, End High Speed Train. EPA also concurred with all of the High Speed Titan . 
alignjyiout mid station alternatives to be advanced to the Tier i Draft EIS at dial time, 

MOST LIKELY CORRIDOR TO VRTf J> THE LEpPA 

Through this letter, and based on our review of the inJbmation provide to EPA as of this 
dale, EPA concurs that the corridor most likely to yield the LEDPa is die “Pachoco Pass, San 
Francisco and San Juse Termini” 

Ttiaukyon for this opportunity to participate in the Bay Area to Centre! Valley High 
Speed Train pfenning process. As a cooperating agency, wa continue to be available to review 
administrative drafts mid technical reports related to air quality, aquatic resources. and 
qunnilnttve impacts analysis, 

We look forward to reviewing and commenting on tire proposed conceptual mitigation 
plan End completed Tier \ Final E1S, pursuant to onrNEFA/CIcaii Air Act Section 303 authority. 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Lire at 415-972-3846* or Connell Dunning, 
[Ire lead revi ewer for this project Council can be reached at 415-947-4161 or 
d imm n g.con net ] (Stepa .gov. 


Sincerely* 


Nova piaieji Manager * 
Environmental Review Office 


tc; Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority 
Bob Smith, Army Corps of Engineer s 


2 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
sah framcisco nsTFUcr, corps Of engine tns 

US* MARKET STREET 
SAN FRAMCISCO, CALtFORRtA WIOVHSI 


Regulatory Division 


Mr. David VatottStein 
Federal Railroad Administration 
Mail Stop 20 

1120 Vermont Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20590 


lav as 


Dear Mr. V&teostem: 

This utter Is written in response to request for concurrence on tire Bay Area to Central 
Valley High Speed Train (HST) Section 4D4 (bXD Alternatives Analysis for the HST route 
selection. Based on our review of the infoimation in the documents you provided we believe you 
have teasonably demonstrated that there are no other routes to accommodate the Bay Area to 
Ce&teal Valley High Speed Train. Based on tills evaluation, the Corps concludes there are no 
pther practicable alternatives to the Pacheco Pass, San Francisco and San Jose Termini with less 
adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem or without othertagnjfksnt adverse environmental 
consequences, 

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please chU Bob Smith of Our 
Ib?gulatory Branch at 415-503-6792, Please address all correspondence to the Regulatory 
Branch and refer to the File dumber at the bead of this 4'ofler. 
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Kii NOISE AND VIBRATION FROM HIGH-SPEED TRAINS 


Preface 


During the last decade, high-speed railways have become title of the most advanced 
and fast-developing branches of transportation. The reasons For this are the 
relatively low air pollution per passenger, compared with road vehicles, and the very 
high speeds achievable by the most advanced modern trains - Trench TGV, 
Eurostar, Thalys, the German ICE, British high-speed trains, the Italian Pendolino, 
the Swedish X2000, the Japanese Shinkansem etc. For example, for French TGV 
trains a maximum speed of more than 515 km/h was achieved in May 1990* and 
speeds close to 300 km/h are now typical for commercially used TGV and Eurostar 
trains. Prospective plans for the year 2010 assume that the New European Trunk 
Line will have connected Paris, London, Brussels, Amsterdam, Cologne and 
Frankfurt by a high-speed railway service that will provide fast and more convenient 
passenger communications within Europe. Similar plans are being developed in (be 
USA and Japan All these make high-speed railways increasingly competitive with 
air and road transport at short and medium distances. 

Unfortunately, when train speeds increase, the intensity of rail way-generated 
noise and vibration generally becomes higher. And this represents a major 
environmental problem for nearby residents, schools and hospitals. Railway 
operators and local authorities need to be familiar with those new aspects of railway 
noise and vibration which arc associated with high-speed trains. Almost all known 
mechanisms of generation of railway noise and vibration are speed dependent. 
These include both whed/rai! rolling noise and aerodynamic noise, the latter being 
important for train speeds higher than 300 km/h. This applies even more so for 
generated ground vibrations. For example, when train speeds exceed certain critical 
velocities of elastic waves propagating in the ground or in the irack/ground system, 
new mechanisms of generation of ground vibrations may appear, in addition to those 
already known for conventional trains. In particular, a very large inciea.se in 
generated ground vibration!; may occur il train speeds exceed the velocity ot 
Rayleigh surface waves in the ground. If this happens, aground vibration boom takes 
place, similar to the sonic boom normally associated with supersonic aircraft. The 
first observation of a ground vibration boom took place on the recently opened high¬ 
speed railway line in Sweden. This line was built on very soft soil, with Rayleigh wave 
velocities as low as 45 m/s. This is why an increase in train speed from 140 to 


ISO km/h was sufficient for the phenomenon to be observed, thus indicating that 
'supersonic' or (more precisely) trans-Rayleigh' trains have become today’s reality. 

There- are many other new physical effects and mechanisms of generation of noise 
and vibration which are specific to high-speed trains, for example the effects of Train- 
induced non-linear pressure wave propagation in long tunnels., resulting in bursting 
noise radiated from the exit tunnel portals, Jn addition to these new effects, the 
Traditional 1 mechanisms of generation of railway noise and vibration and their 
propagation from the source to a receiver demonstrate interesting new features and 
sometimes behave in a different way as train speeds increase. An example of this 
may be seen in the design of noise barriers for high-speed railway lines. Such barriers 
should take into account I he spatial redistribution of noise generation mechanisms 
as train speeds increase. 

Although some of the problems of noise and vibration from high-speed I rains are 
being addressed in an increasing number of journal papers and conference 
proceedings* there is still no general reference book which could help a reader 
starting to study this problem to find answers to numerous theoretical and practical 
questions. The existing reviews concerning railway-generated noise and vibration 
deal largely with conventional trains and do not reflect specific high-speed 
problems. The present book, which consists of 14 chapters grouped into five parts, 
aims to fill this gap. It represents the views of leading international experts on (he 
current status of the problems of generation and propagation of noise and vibration 
from high-speed trains and suggests possible ways of reducing their environmental 
impact. The book describes mainly the results of recent academic research and is 
pitched largely at an advanced level. In the light of this* it i$ assumed that the ideal 
reader will have a university background In engineering, physics or applied 
mathematics. At the same time, several chapters of the book have been written by 
railway noise and vibration practitioners. These chapters contain, a lot of 
experimental data with interesting illustrations and can be understood by a less well- 
prepared audience. 

The intended readership of the book is rather wide. It includes scientists and 
engineers working on the prediction and remediation of railway noise and vibration, 
environmental consultants investigating particular situations associated with the 
environmental impact of railways, local authorities, designers of new railway lines, 
etc The book will also be useful to university students, railway enthusiasts and for 
members of the general public concerned with topical environmental issues. 

Victor V, Kryhv 
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